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Appendix S Responses to Comments on 
the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS 

This appendix contains the comments received on the Recirculated Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) for the proposed Mid County Parkway (MCP) Project and the 

responses to those comments as follows. 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
S.1  Introduction .................................................................................................................. S-1 
S.2  February 20, 2013, Public Hearing .............................................................................. S-1 
S.3  Format of Responses to Comments .............................................................................. S-1 
S.4  Index of Comments Received ...................................................................................... S-2 
S.5  Master Responses ......................................................................................................... S-6 

S.5.1  Master Response Related to the Western Riverside County Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan ................................................................. S-6 

S.5.2  Master Response Related to the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat ............................ S-39 
S.5.3  Master Response Related to the San Jacinto River Bridge ........................... S-44 

S.6  Comments and Responses .......................................................................................... S-54 
S.6.1  Federal Agency Comments and Responses .................................................. S-57 
S.6.2  State Agency Comments and Responses (S-1) ........................................... S-119 
S.6.3  Regional, County, and City Agency Comments and Responses (R-1) ....... S-189 
S.6.4  Tribal Governments Comments and Responses (TG-1) ............................. S-237 
S.6.5  Special Districts/Utilities Comments and Responses (SDU-1) ................... S-247 
S.6.6  Interested Parties Comments and Responses .............................................. S-347 
S.6.7  Members of the General Public Comments and Responses (P-1) .............. S-707 
S.6.8  Verbal Comments (transcript) from the February 20, 2013, Public 

Hearing and Responses (T-1) ...................................................................... S-825 
S.6.9  Comment Cards from the February 20, 2013, Public Hearing and 

Responses (CC-1) ....................................................................................... S-839 
S.6.10  Requests to be Added to the RCTC Email Distribution List ...................... S-883 

 
 
ATTACHMENT A: List of Parties Who Sent the “Reject the Mid County Parkway” 

Email 
 



Table of Contents 

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation S-ii 

This page intentionally left blank 

 
 



List of Tables and Figures 

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation S-iii

LIST OF TABLES 
 

Table S.4.1  Summary of Comments Received On the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS During, or Shortly After the Close of, the Public 
Circulation Period on April 10, 2013 ........................................................................ S-2 

Table S.5.1.1 Total Permanent and Temporary Impacts of the Preferred Alternative to  
Riparian and Riverine Areas ................................................................................... S-14 

Table S.5.1.2 Riparian and Riverine Impacts of the Preferred Alternative by 
Vegetation Community ........................................................................................... S-15 

Table S.5.1.3 Summary of Riparian and Riverine Mitigation Acreages and Mitigation 
Types ....................................................................................................................... S-17 

Table S.5.1.4 Impacts of the Preferred Alternative on CASSA Plants and Habitats 
Suitable for Long-Term Conservation .................................................................... S-21 

Table S.5.1.5  MCP Project Compliance with Section 7.5.1 in the Western Riverside 
County MSHCP ...................................................................................................... S-31 

Table S.5.1.6  MCP Western Riverside County MSHCP Summary Mitigation Matrix 
(Mitigation Acreage) for the Preferred Alternative ................................................ S-40 

Table S.5.3.1  Summary of Permanent Effects of the Build Alternatives on Wetlands 
and Other Jurisdictional Waters .............................................................................. S-50 

Table S.5.3.2  Summary of Temporary Effects of the Build Alternatives on Wetlands 
and Other Jurisdictional Waters .............................................................................. S-51 

Table 3.5.A (Revised)  Temporary Impacts to Utility Facilities ........................................ S-145 
Table R.3.1  Summary of Meetings with the City of Riverside ......................................... S-215 
Tables S.2 and 2.7.A (Revised)  Permits and Approvals Needed ...................................... S-227 
Table 4.III.A  Maximum Project Construction Emissions before Mitigation (lbs/day) .... S-342 
Table IP-4-1  Mid County Parkway Traffic Analysis Regional Roadway Network 

Assumptions.......................................................................................................... S-390 
Table IP.6.24  Summary of Cross-References in Sections 3.9, 3.10, and 3.18 in the 

Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS .................................................. S-528 
Table 4.5.B  Maximum Project Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions ........................ S-588 
Table IP.6.133  Summary of Cumulative Impacts ............................................................. S-620 
Table IP.8.3  Summary of Differences between the Draft EIR/EIS and the 

Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS1 ................................................. S-672 
Table P.21.1  Summary of AM and PM Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes at the 

Intersection of Gilman Springs and Soboba Roads .............................................. S-780 
Table S.6.1  Summary of Requests to be Added to the RCTC Email Distribution List .... S-883 
Table A.1  Name and Addresses for Parties who sent the “Reject the Mid County 

Parkway” Email .................................................................................................... S-885 
 

 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 

Figure S.5.3.1: San Jacinto River Bridge Base Case Design ............................................... S-45 
Figure S.5.3.2: San Jacinto River Design Variation ............................................................ S-47 
Figure P-11-1:  Proposed Extension of the Existing Core 4 and the 100 Year San 

Jacinto River Floodplain ....................................................................................... S-747 
 
 



List of Tables and Figures 

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation S-iv 

This page intentionally left blank 

 
 



 

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation S-1

Appendix S Responses to Comments 

S.1 Introduction 

The Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Supplemental Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Mid County Parkway (MCP) 

project was circulated for public review from January 25, 2013, to April 10, 2013. 

The Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS was distributed to the agencies 

listed in Chapter 7, Distribution List, starting on page 7-1 in the Final EIR/EIS. 

Chapter 7 also lists organizations, interested parties, and members of the general 

public who received the Notice of Availability for the Recirculated Draft 

EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. 

Comments received during the public circulation period included letters, emails, 

comments received through the Riverside County Transportation Commission 

(RCTC) project website, and written comment cards and oral comments from the 

public hearing. Copies of all the written comments and the verbal comments provided 

to the court reporter at the February 20, 2013, public hearing are included in this 

appendix. 

Refer to Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, in the Final EIR/EIS for additional 

discussion of the public review period for the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental 

Draft EIS. 

S.2 February 20, 2013, Public Hearing 

A public hearing was held on February 20, 2013, to allow the public an opportunity to 

provide oral and written comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft 

EIS and the proposed project. Responses to comments received during that public 

hearing are provided in this appendix. Refer also to Chapter 5, Comments and 

Coordination, in the Final EIR/EIS for discussion of the February 20, 2013, public 

hearing. 

S.3 Format of Responses to Comments 

All the written comments received during, or shortly after the close of, the public 

review period and verbal comments provided to the court reporter at the February 20, 

2013, public hearing are included in this appendix. Substantive environmental issues 

raised within each comment letter are numbered along the right-hand margin of each 
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letter or comment in the transcript. The responses to comments in each comment 

letter are referenced by the index numbers in the margins of the letters.  

The format of the responses to comments is based on a unique letter and number code 

for each comment. The number at the end of the code refers to a specific comment 

within the individual letter. Therefore, each individual comment has a unique code 

assignment. For example, S-1-1 is the first substantive comment in letter S-1. “S” 

represents a comment letter from a state agency, “1” refers to the first letter from a 

state agency, and the second “1” refers to the first substantive comment in that letter. 

The alphabetic codes used in this appendix are: 

 “F” for federal agencies; 

 “S” for state agencies; 

 “R” for regional, county, and city agencies; 

 “TG” for Tribal Governments; 

 “SDU” for special districts and utilities; 

 “IP” for interested parties; 

 “P” for comments from the general public; 

 “T” comments provided to the court reporter at the February 20, 2013, public 

hearing (transcript); and  

 “C” for comment cards received during the February 20, 2013, public hearing. 

S.4 Index of Comments Received 

Table S.4.1 lists the agencies, organizations, and persons who commented on the 

Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS during, or shortly after the close of, 

the public comment period. The individual comment letters and comment cards are 

listed within each category (agencies, interested parties, etc.) by the date they were 

received. The comment letters are provided in this appendix followed by responses to 

the substantive comments in each comment letter. 

Table S.4.1  Summary of Comments Received On the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft 
EIS During, or Shortly After the Close of, the Public Circulation Period on April 10, 2013 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Commenter Name 

Federal Agencies 
F-1 Federal Emergency Management Agency 
F-2 United States Department of the Interior, Department of the Secretary 
F-3 United States Environmental Protection Agency 
F-4 United States Army Corps of Engineers 
F-5 United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
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Table S.4.1  Summary of Comments Received On the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft 
EIS During, or Shortly After the Close of, the Public Circulation Period on April 10, 2013 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Commenter Name 

State Agencies 
S-1 Department of Toxic Substances Control 
S-2 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
S-3 California Transportation Commission 
S-4 Department of Water Resources 
S-5 Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 
S-6 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Regional, County, and City Agencies 
R-1 City of Perris 
R-2 City of San Jacinto 
R-3 City of Riverside 
R-4 Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
R-5 County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency, Transportation 

Department 
Tribal Governments 

TG-1 Pechanga Cultural Resources, Temecula Band of Luiseño Mission Indians 
Special Districts and Utilities 

SDU-1 Eastern Municipal Water District 
SDU-2 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
SDU-3 Regional Conservation Authority 
SDU-4 South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Interested Parties 
IP-1 Endangered Habitats League 
IP-2 Sierra Club and Center for Biological Diversity 
IP-3 Friends of the San Jacinto Valley 
IP-4 Inland Empire Waterkeeper 
IP-5 Edward J. Goeppinger, Perris Business Park, LLC, and Redir, LLC 
IP-6 Center for Biological Diversity, San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society, and the Sierra 

Club 
IP-7 Optimus Building Corporation 
IP-8 Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley 
IP-9 California Native Plant Society, Riverside/San Bernardino County Chapter  

Members of the General Public 
P-1 Tecla Long 
P-2 Warren G. Webb 
P-3 Cliff Jones 
P-4 Stephany Border 
P-5 Bill Larkin 
P-6 Clinton E. Stoutenburgh 
P-7 Linden Gray 
P-8 Glenda Love 
P-9 Sharon Myers-Durbin 

P-10 Favian, Francisco, and Eva Lopez 
P-11 Robert S. Hewitt 
P-12 Arleen Hertig 
P-13 Samir Patel 
P-14 Martin and Sonia Franco 
P-15 Jim and Jo Pettus 
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Table S.4.1  Summary of Comments Received On the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft 
EIS During, or Shortly After the Close of, the Public Circulation Period on April 10, 2013 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Commenter Name 

P-16 Samir Patel 
P-17 Jolly Shah 
P-18 Omar Montti 
P-19 Victor and Lindsay Ropac 
P-20 Neal De Witt 
P-21 Patricia Mayne 
P-22 Sam (no last name) 
P-23 Sam (no last name) 
P-24 Madeline Schleimer 
P-25 Brian (no last name) 
P-26 Brian (no last name) 
P-27 Richard Schmidt 
P-28 Jay Jones 
P-29 David Smith 
P-30 Mel Wagstaff 
P-31 Lisa McCollough 
P-32 Daniel Charles Thomas 
P-33 Lynn Peterson 
P-34 Elaine Utterback 
P-35 Nathan Westphal 
P-36 Lee Dessing 
P-37 Trip Hord 
P-38 Joyce Schwartz 
P-39 Andrea Paris 
P-40 Jeffery Thompson 
P-41 Multiple Commenters 

Transcript from the February 20, 2013, Public Hearing 
T-1 Lindsay Ropac 
T-2 Victor Ropac 
T-3 Judi Hileman 
T-4 Susan Rakes 

Comment Cards 
CC-1 Bill Bryant 
CC-2 Pam Stull 
CC-3 Dan Mudrovich 
CC-4 Aurelia Varela 
CC-5 Thomas Prill 
CC-6 Crystal Yanez 
CC-7 Asher Hartel 
CC-8 Evita Rodriguez 
CC-9 David Clayton 
CC-10 Megan Kornacker 
CC-11 Kevin Cozad 
CC-12 Beverly Castleton 
CC-13 Sean Motlagh 
CC-14 Rudy Lopez 
CC-15 Reverend James Hall 
CC-16 Sharitin Bartel 
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Table S.4.1  Summary of Comments Received On the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft 
EIS During, or Shortly After the Close of, the Public Circulation Period on April 10, 2013 

Letter 
Number 

Agency/Commenter Name 

CC-17 Dale Bartel 
CC-18 Randy Wastal 
CC-19 Michelle Holmes 
CC-20 Roger Duerr 
CC-21 Jacqueline Wastal 
CC-22 Art Marino 
CC-23 Barry Mulcock 
CC-24 Frank Zaloivar 
CC-25 Vicki Merrimon 
CC-26 Cathy Remily 
CC-27 Melinda Larkin 
CC-28 Carla Adame 
CC-29 Daniel Toledo 
CC-30 Chris Cozad 
CC-31 Shailesh Shah 
CC-32 Daroy Kulnzi 
CC-33 Rick Hoffman 
CC-34 Tom Paulek 
CC-35 No name given 
CC-36 Tom Paulek 
CC-37 Susan Nash 
CC-38 Angelo Leon 
CC-39 Omar Montti 
CC-40 James Larkin 
CC-41 Matt and Laura Minor 
CC-42 Daniel L. Straub, M.D. 
CC-43 Nancy Urtado 
CC-44 Heidi Bartel 
CC-45 Roger Bartel 
CC-46 Kristin Bartel 
CC-47 Steve Sanford 
CC-48 Mark Bartel 
CC-49 Martin Ramirez 
CC-50 Daniel Goodrich 
CC-51 Joseph Gurard 
CC-52 Terry White, SR. 
CC-53 Peter Edwards 

 



Appendix S  Responses to Comments  

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation S-6 

S.5 Master Responses 

Where multiple comments raise the same or similar issue or concern, a Master 

Response was prepared to address the specific issue comprehensively. The responses 

to those types of individual comments refer the reader to one or more of the Master 

Responses provided in this section.  

The Master Responses are provided in the following subsections: 

 S.5.1: Master Response Related to the Western Riverside County Multiple 

Species Habitat Conservation Plan (page S-6) 

 S.5.2: Master Response Related to the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (page S-39) 

 S.5.3: Master Response Related to the San Jacinto River Bridge (page S-44) 

S.5.1 Master Response Related to the Western Riverside County 

Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 

A number of comments were received regarding the Western Riverside County 

Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (Western Riverside County MSHCP), 

and RCTC’s responsibilities and commitments for complying with, and mitigating 

project effects to plant and animal species covered by, the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP. This Master Response provides information on the history and requirements 

of the Western Riverside County MSHCP and RCTC’s activities and commitments 

regarding compliance with the requirements of the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP for the MCP project. The Western Riverside County MSHCP is the Natural 

Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) for the western part of Riverside County. 

S.5.1.1 History of the Western Riverside County MSHCP 

Section 1.2, Background, starting on page 1-1 in the Final EIR/EIS describes the 

history of the proposed MCP project and its relationship to the Western Riverside 

County MSHCP. As discussed in that section, the Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore 

(HCLE) Corridor studies conducted for the Community and Environmental 

Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) initiated by RCTC in 1999 identified 

the need for a west-east intracounty corridor (which was eventually named the MCP 

project). The HCLE Corridor studies were conducted as part of the Riverside County 

Integrated Project (RCIP), a multi-year planning effort to address planning, 

environmental, and transportation issues in Riverside County. The RCIP included 

three components: (1) a new General Plan for Riverside County, adopted on 

October 7, 2003; (2) an MSHCP for western Riverside County, adopted June 17, 

2003; and (3) the CETAP transportation corridors (including the MCP project), which 
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also included a north-south intracounty transportation corridor and two intercounty 

transportation corridors.  

The Western Riverside County MSHCP provides a comprehensive, habitat-based 

approach to the protection of covered species by focusing on conservation and 

management of lands essential for their long-term conservation. As a regional plan, 

the Western Riverside County MSHCP serves to provide mitigation for cumulative 

impacts to covered species and their habitats. The Western Riverside County MSHCP 

allows Permittees to obtain “take” of plant and animal species covered in the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP. Regulation of “take” of threatened, endangered, and rare 

species is authorized by the wildlife agencies (the United States Fish and Wildlife 

Service [USFWS] and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]) who 

allow “take authorization” for otherwise lawful actions (e.g., public and private 

projects) in exchange for the assembly and management of a coordinated reserve 

(also referred to as a Conservation Area). Project consistency with the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP ensures that cumulative and indirect impacts to the 

Western Riverside County MSHCP covered species, their habitats, and other 

biological resources are effectively mitigated. (Cumulative direct and indirect impacts 

within the entire Western Riverside County MSHCP Plan area are discussed in 

Section 4.3 of the Western Riverside County MSHCP and in Section 5.1.1, Biological 

Resources in the Cumulative Impacts Section, in the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP Final EIR/EIS.) 

The MCP project is identified as a Covered Activity in the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP as one of the CETAP Corridors. Covered Activities are public and private 

development uses, and other activities allowed inside and outside Criteria Areas, 

within Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) Land, and inside the Conservation Area as detailed 

in Section 7.0, Covered Activities/Allowable Uses, in the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP. Covered activities are more specifically defined in the Implementing 

Agreement as certain activities carried out or conducted by Permittees, Participating 

Special Entities, Third Parties Granted Take Authorization, and others within the Plan 

Area, and described in Section 7.0 of the Western Riverside County MSHCP, that 

will receive Take Authorization under the Section 10(a) Permit and the Natural 

Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) Permit, provided these activities are 

otherwise lawful.  

Formal Section 7 consultation with the USFWS was required for the MCP project. 

The Section 7 consultation process addressed effects to least Bell’s vireo (LBV), San 

Bernardino kangaroo rat (SBKR), California gnatcatcher (CAGN), Stephens’ 
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kangaroo rat (SKR), San Jacinto Valley crownscale, and spreading navarretia. 

Adverse effects will occur to critical habitat for spreading navarretia and SBKR. The 

MCP project “may affect, likely to adversely affect” LBV, SBKR, CAGN, SKR, San 

Jacinto Valley crownscale, and spreading navarretia. The USFWS has indicated in the 

permit issued for the Western Riverside County MSHCP that, in such cases, no 

restrictions will be imposed on the project for listed species beyond those specified in 

the Western Riverside County MSHCP. The Biological Opinion issued by the 

USFWS pursuant to the Section 7 consultation is provided in Appendix W of this 

Final EIR/EIS. 

The Western Riverside County MSHCP planning analysis included evaluation of 

planned roads with respect to conservation of biological resources and in the context 

of the Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Area. The MCP project is 

part of the east-west CETAP Corridor (HCLE Corridor) that was evaluated in the 

Western Riverside County MSHCP planning. Impacts resulting from this CETAP 

Corridor to the Criteria Area and PQP Lands were taken into account during the 

preparation of the Western Riverside County MSHCP. Sections 7.2.2 and 7.3.5 in the 

Western Riverside County MSCHP provide guidelines for planned roads to ensure 

those roads are consistent with the Western Riverside County MSHCP conservation 

objectives. As described later in this Master Response, the MCP project is consistent 

with the Covered Activities/Planned Roads in Sections 7.2.2 and 7.2.5 in the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP and is, therefore, considered a Covered Activity not 

subject to additional land conservation requirements.  

The Implementing Agreement is an agreement among state, regional, local, and 

resources agencies to ensure implementation of the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP. That agreement includes assurances to Permittees under the agreement that 

with respect to Covered Species Adequately Conserved, compliance with the terms of 

the Western Riverside County MSHCP, the Permits, and the Implementing 

Agreement constitutes compliance with the provisions of the Federal Endangered 

Species Act, the California Endangered Species Act, and the NCCP Act. Permittees 

including RCTC have the responsibility to implement and adhere to the provisions of 

the Western Riverside County MSHCP and the Implementing Agreement. 

Specifically, RCTC is a signatory to the Implementing Agreement and, under that 

Agreement, is the Permittee for the proposed MCP project and is responsible for the 

compliance of that project with the Western Riverside County MSHCP. 

Implementation of the Western Riverside County MSHCP is overseen, administered, 

and enforced by the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority 



Appendix S  Responses to Comments 

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation S-9

(RCA). The CDFW and USFWS (the Wildlife Agencies) and RCA staff jointly 

review proposed projects that are within the Criteria Area and those projects outside 

the Criteria Area that affect Narrow Endemic Plant Species, species associated with 

riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools, and species requiring additional surveys 

needs and procedures to ensure consistency with the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP. 

S.5.1.2 Riverside County Transportation Commission Participation in, 

and Requirements to Comply with, the Western Riverside 

County MSHCP 

As discussed in the subsection titled “Western Riverside County MSHCP” on page 

3.17-27 in the Final EIR/EIS, RCTC is a Permittee to the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP and is the lead agency on Western Riverside County MSHCP compliance for 

the MCP project. As a Permittee, RCTC has the responsibility to implement and 

adhere to the provisions of the Western Riverside County MSHCP and the 

Implementing Agreement. The obligations of RCTC under the Western Riverside 

County MSHCP as outlined in Section 13.7 of the Implementing Agreement require 

RCTC to: 

 Adopt and maintain ordinances or resolutions to implement the Permits, Western 

Riverside County MSHCP, and Implementing Agreement for its Covered 

Activities. On September 3, 2003, RCTC’s Board acted on the Western Riverside 

County MSHCP Implementing Agreement, which committed RCTC to 

implementing the requirements of the Permits, the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP, and the Implementing Agreement. 

 Contribute $153 million to the RCA toward acquisition of Conservation Land. In 

2005 and 2012, RCA and RCTC executed agreements to commit RCTC payments 

of $153 million. As of September 1, 2013, RCTC has paid $132 million of that 

$153 million commitment to the RCA. 

 Comply with the policies in Sections 6.1.2, 6.1.3, 6.1.4, 6.3.2, 7.5.1, 7.5.2, and 

7.5.3, and Appendix C in the Western Riverside County MSHCP.  

The MCP project is a covered activity under the Western Riverside County MSHCP. 

As a component of the HCLE Corridor, the potential impacts of covered activities on 

species protected under the Western Riverside County MSHCP were analyzed in the 

Western Riverside County MSHCP EIR/EIS (approved June 17, 2003). The Western 

Riverside County MSHCP is functioning as intended and provides adequate 

mitigation for direct and cumulative biological impacts to covered species and their 

habitats within the Plan Area. RCTC’s compliance with the Western Riverside 
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County MSHCP provisions described above, including the preparation of the project 

level impact analysis and identification of specific mitigation for the MCP project in 

the Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination Including 

Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis (2014, 

Consistency Determination) provided in Appendix T in this Final EIR/EIS, and the 

Implementing Agreement provide adequate mitigation for Western Riverside County 

MSHCP species impacted by the MCP project. Therefore, the impacts of the MCP 

project on these species are adequately addressed by demonstrating consistency of the 

project with the Western Riverside County MSHCP as documented in the 

Consistency Determination. 

S.5.1.3 Overview of the Western Riverside County MSHCP 

Consistency Determination for the MCP Project 

Permittees must demonstrate that their proposed actions are consistent with the 

Western Riverside County MSHCP and the Implementing Agreement. The Western 

Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Consistency 

Determination for the preferred alternative (Alternative 9 Modified with the San 

Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation [SJRB DV]) for the MCP project is 

summarized in this section and is provided in Appendix T in this Final EIR/EIS. 

Appendix T contains the Consistency Determination, the RCA Joint Project Review 

(JPR), DBESP Addendum, and the concurrence from the Wildlife Agencies for the 

MCP project. 

The process to evaluate a project’s compliance with the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP requires: 

 Preparation of a Consistency Determination including preparation of 

Determination of Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESPs) 

Analyses for affected species 

 JPR process 

The Western Riverside County MSHCP consistency process was required only for 

the preferred alternative for the MCP project. When the Draft EIR/EIS and the 

Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS for the MCP project were prepared 

and distributed for review, no preferred alternative had been identified. The process to 

evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for the MCP project, 

described in Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred Alternative, on page 2-98 in 

the Final EIR/EIS, was conducted after the circulation of the Recirculated Draft EIR/

Supplemental Draft EIS. As discussed in Section 2.5.5, Alternative 9 Modified with 

the SJRB DV was identified as the preferred alternative. RCTC prepared the 
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Consistency Determination including the DBESPs and conducted the JPR process for 

the preferred MCP alternative prior to the completion of this Final EIR/EIS.  

The Consistency Determination provided in Appendix T describes how the preferred 

alternative for the MCP project complies with the following requirements of the 

Western Riverside County MSHCP and the Implementing Agreement: 

 The policies for the Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine 

Areas and Vernal Pools in Section 6.1.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP 

(Section 4.1 in the Consistency Determination and discussed briefly in Section 

S.5.1.4 in this Master Response) 

 The policies for the Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species (NEPSSA) in 

Section 6.1.3 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP (Section 4.2 in the 

Consistency Determination and discussed briefly in Section S.5.1.5 in this Master 

Response)  

 The policies for Protection of Criteria Area Species Survey Area (CASSA) Plants 

in Section 6.3.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP (Section 4.3 in the 

Consistency Determination and discussed briefly in Section S.5.1.6 in this Master 

Response) 

 Additional Survey Needs and Procedures in Section 6.3.2 in the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP (Sections 4.4 [SBKR], 4.5 [Los Angeles pocket mouse 

(LAPM)]), and 4.6 [burrowing owl (BUOW)] in the Consistency Determination 

and discussed briefly in Section S.5.1.6 in this Master Response) 

 The Urban-Wildlands Interface Guidelines in Section 6.1.4 in the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP (Section 4.7 in the Consistency Determination and 

discussed briefly in Section S.5.1.7 in this Master Response) 

 The siting and design criteria set forth in Sections 7.5.1 and 7.5.2 in the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP (Section 4.8 in the Consistency Determination and 

discussed briefly in Section S.5.1.8 in this Master Response) 

 Compliance with the best management practices (BMPs) set forth in Section 7.5.3 

and Appendix C in the Western Riverside County MSHCP (Section 4.9 in the 

Consistency Determination and discussed briefly in Section S.5.1.9 in this Master 

Response)  

Disclosure of compliance with these Western Riverside County MSHCP policies was 

provided in subsection titled “Western Riverside County MSHCP” starting on page 

3.17-27 in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. The project 

compliance with these requirements for the preferred alternative are described briefly 
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in the following sections and are discussed in detail in the Consistency Determination 

in Appendix T. The completion of the JPR is also discussed briefly in this section. 

DBESPs are required to demonstrate adequate conservation for species per Sections 

6.1.2, 6.1.3, and 6.3.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP. The DBESPs for 

Alternative 9 Modified with the SJRB DV, the preferred alternative for the MCP 

project, described in the following sections, expanded on the framework provided in 

the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, including refinements to the 

avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures provided in Sections 3.17 through 

3.20 in the Final EIR/EIS. During the preparation of the DBESPs and the Final 

EIR/EIS, RCTC continued to coordinate with the USFWS and the CDFW regarding 

the DBESPs for riparian/riverine resources, and plant (smooth tarplant and Coulter’s 

goldfields) and animal (SBKR, LAPM, and BUOW) species. 

DBESPs require discussions of avoidance, which were conducted as part of the 

DBESP analyses included in the Consistency Determination. Avoidance alternatives 

for transportation projects are often limited by the need for a facility to span a specific 

geographic location to connect points of access. The preferred alternative for the 

MCP project follows part of the existing Ramona Expressway, which meets one of 

the primary goals of Section 7.5.1 of the Western Riverside County MSHCP, that 

new roads should follow existing roads to limit additional and new impacts. Figure 2 

(Proposed Project and MSHCP Areas) in the Western Riverside County MSHCP 

shows that Criteria Areas are identified across western Riverside County, and as a 

result, it would be impossible to align an east-west road in western Riverside County 

that would avoid all Criteria Areas. The MCP project was aligned to minimize the 

number of Criteria Areas impacted, by aligning it along an existing road and 

immediately south of the Lake Perris State Recreation Area and the San Jacinto 

Wildlife Area. The alignment was also refined to avoid Public/Quasi-Public Lands in 

the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. Figure 2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP 

shows the alignment of a CETAP corridor along the alignment of the MCP and the 

Western Riverside County MSHCP Criteria Cells crossed by and in the immediate 

vicinity of that corridor alignment. 

The DBESP process included review by the RCTC, the RCA, and the wildlife 

agencies (USFWS and CDFW). The 14-day period for the review of the JPR and the 

60-day review period of the DBESPs by the Wildlife Agencies are requirements of 

the Western Riverside County MSHCP and are not public review processes under the 
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National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) or the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA).  

Measure TE-1, starting on page 3.21-19 in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental 

Draft EIS, indicated RCTC was committed to preparing the DBESPs prior to 

certification of the Final EIR/EIS. The Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft 

EIS included additional information on how the effects of the MCP project, including 

effects on resources covered by the Western Riverside County MSHCP, would be 

offset in accordance with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA. However, specific 

DBESP findings were not made in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft 

EIS because, as noted earlier, a preferred alternative had not been identified at that 

time. DBESPs must be prepared based on the foreseeable impacts of a discrete and 

specific project (i.e., the preferred alternative), and DBESPs must be analyzed within 

discrete review timelines required by the Western Riverside County MSHCP. This 

provides for the review of a specific proposed project (i.e., the preferred alternative) 

so that the discrete project impacts can be weighed against the proposed mitigation in 

order to determine biological equivalency.  

Measure TE-1 described how the DBESPs for spreading navarretia, LBV, and SBKR 

would be implemented by indicating that off-site preservation would be sought or 

restoration/enhancement of existing populations would be provided. The information 

provided in Measure TE-1 was adequate for the public to understand the framework 

regarding how the project impacts to those species would be mitigated. The specific 

locations where the mitigation would occur were not identified until after the 

preferred alternative was identified and are provided in the DBESPs as described in 

the following sections. The DBESPs in the Consistency Determination in Appendix T 

identify measures that will be biologically (e.g., functionally) equivalent or that will 

have superior preservation to the existing conditions for the affected biological 

resources. 

S.5.1.4 Compliance with Policies for the Protection of Species 

Associated with Riparian, Riverine, Fairy Shrimp, and Vernal 

Pools in Section 6.1.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP 

Section 6.1.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP describes the process for 

protection of riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools in the MSHCP plan area to 

ensure that the biological functions and values of riparian/riverine areas and vernal 

pools including habitat values for animal and plant species inside the MSHCP 

Conservation Area are maintained.  
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The total permanent and temporary impacts to riparian and riverine areas by the 

preferred alternative would be 41.59 acres (4.99 acres of riparian vegetation, 29.39 

acres of riverine areas associated with the alkali communities within the San Jacinto 

River floodplain, and 7.22 acres of unvegetated riverine impacts) as shown on Figure 

7 in the Consistency Determination. Of the 41.59 acres of total impacts, 35.54 acres 

would be permanent impacts to riparian and riverine resources and 6.05 acres would 

be temporary impacts as shown on Figure 8 in the Consistency Determination. 

Figures 9 through 13 in the Consistency Determination show the specific areas of 

permanent and temporary impacts to riparian and riverine features. Table S.5.1.1 

summarizes the permanent and temporary impacts to riparian and riverine habitats 

within and outside the San Jacinto River floodplain. 

Table S.5.1.1 Total Permanent and Temporary Impacts of the Preferred Alternative to  
Riparian and Riverine Areas 

 

Permanent Impacts1 (acres) 
Temporary 

Impacts1  
(acres) 

Total 
Impacts1 
(acres) 

Permanent 
Shade 

Permanent 
Grading and 

Other Roadway 
Improvements 

Total 
Permanent 

Riparian Vegetation2 

Outside SJR floodplain 1.27  0.96  2.24 2.20 4.44 

Within SJR floodplain 0.48 0.00 0.48 0.07 0.54 

Riparian Vegetation Subtotal 1.75 0.96 2.71 2.27 4.99 

Riparian Vegetation3 

Outside SJR floodplain 1.41 4.25 5.67 1.55 7.22 

Within SJR floodplain4 6.36 20.80 27.16 2.23 29.39 

Riverine Vegetation Subtotal 7.77 25.06 32.83 3.78 36.61 

Total Riparian and Riverine 9.53 26.02 35.54 6.05 41.59 

Source: Western Riverside County MSHCP Consistency Determination (2014) provided in Appendix T of the Final EIR/EIS. 
SJR = San Jacinto River 
1 Totals may not appear to sum correctly due to rounding. 
2 Riparian vegetation consists of marsh, riparian forest and riparian scrub throughout the entire footprint. 
3 Riverine vegetation consists of all remaining land cover categories (cropland, dairy, developed/ruderal, lake/pond, 

Riversidean upland sage scrub, non-native grassland and alkali grassland) within non-riparian CDFW jurisdictional 
areas. 

4 In addition to the above vegetation types, all cropland and alkali grassland within the SJR 100-year floodplain at 
Lakeview are included in riverine areas within the SJR floodplain. Acreage totals differ from Table 1 in the Western 
Riverside County MSHCP Consistency Determination in some cases (e.g., not all alkali grassland is riverine; only 
alkaline grassland within the SJR floodplain is considered riverine). 

 

Table S.5.1.2 summarizes the impacts of the preferred alternative on riparian and 

riverine habitats by vegetation community. 
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Table S.5.1.2 Riparian and Riverine Impacts of the Preferred Alternative by Vegetation Community 

Vegetation 

Permanent Impacts1 (acres)
Temporary 

Impacts1  
(acres) 

Total 
Impacts1 
(acres) 

Permanent 
Shade 

Permanent 
Grading and 

Other Roadway 
Improvements 

Total 
Permanent 

Cropland 0.41 12.07 12.49 0.15 12.64 
Dairy 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.03 
Lake/pond 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.48 0.55 
Developed/ruderal 1.16 2.72 3.87 0.99 4.86 
Riversidean upland sage scrub 0.00 0.28 0.28 0.00 0.28 
Non-native grassland 0.00 0.39  0.39  0.00 0.39  
Alkali grassland 6.13 9.57 15.70 2.16 17.86 
Marsh 0.17 0.00 0.17 0.03 0.20 
Riparian forest 1.14 0.29 1.43 1.80 3.24 
Riparian scrub 0.44 0.67 1.11 0.44 1.55 
Total 9.53 26.02 35.54 6.05 41.59 
Source: Western Riverside County MSHCP Consistency Determination (2014) provided in Appendix T in the Final 
EIR/EIS. 
SJR = San Jacinto River 
1 Totals may not appear to sum correctly due to rounding. 
2 Bold: Vegetation types that are considered Riparian. All other vegetation non-bolded is considered Riverine. 

 

Impacts to the Functions and Values of Riparian Features  

As shown in Table S.5.1.1, the preferred alternative for the MCP project would 

impact 4.99 acres of riparian resources. The majority of the impacts to the riparian 

vegetation would occur at the San Jacinto River crossing at Sanderson Avenue and at 

the connection with the SR-79 project in the City of San Jacinto. There are also small 

areas of vegetation at the bridge crossings of the San Jacinto River in the Lakeview 

area that would be impacted by the MCP. The riparian areas impacted by the 

preferred alternative for the MCP project are shown in detail on Figures 7 through 13 

in the Consistency Determination.  The Consistency Determination provides detailed 

discussion of the following functions and values for the San Jacinto River floodplain 

riparian communities as outlined in Section 6.1.2 in the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP: Hydrologic Regime, Flood Storage and Flood Flow Modification, Sediment 

Trapping and Transport, Nutrient Retention and Transformation, Toxicant Trapping, 

Public Use, Wildlife Habitat, and Aquatic Habitat. 

Impacts to the Functions and Values of Riverine Features 

As shown in Table S.5.1.1, the preferred alternative for the MCP project would 

impact two types of riverine resources: alkali communities along the San Jacinto 

River floodplain in Lakeview (30.46 acres) and unvegetated ephemeral drainages 

(7.39 acres). These areas include alkali grassland and cropland within the 100-year 

floodplain for the San Jacinto River. The ephemeral drainages are mostly drainages 

that funnel water across Ramona Expressway and other roads and connections that 
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the preferred alternative for the MCP project will impact. These drainages funnel 

water across the road and the majority of these features are not located within the 

Criteria Area. Therefore, most of them do not contribute water to downstream 

resources that support species in the Conservation Area of the MSHCP.  

The Consistency Determination provides a detailed discussion of these San Jacinto 

River floodplain alkali communities and the ephemeral riverine habitats as outlined in 

Section 6.1.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP including the Hydrologic 

Regime, Flood Storage and Flood Flow Modification, Sediment Trapping and 

Transport, Nutrient Retention and Transformation, Toxicant Trapping, Public Use, 

Wildlife Habitat, and Aquatic Habitat and characteristics for these riverine features. 

Riverine and riparian areas are shown on Figures 7 through 13 in the Consistency 

Determination. 

DBESP for Riparian/Riverine Impacts 

Of the 29.39 acres of non-riparian alkali communities in the San Jacinto River 

impacted by the preferred alternative, 27.16 acres would be permanent and 2.23 acres 

would be temporary. Given the sensitivity of the soils in this habitat type, the 

permanent and temporary impacts will be mitigated together using an off-site 

mitigation site. The 7.22 acres of permanent and temporary impacts to the ephemeral 

unvegetated drainages include drainages that mainly convey water from one location 

to another that would be impacted by the project. As a result, their replacement with 

better-functioning drainages off site, as well as restoration of temporarily impacted 

areas, will be the mitigation plan for these resources.  

Table S.5.1.3 summarizes the proposed mitigation acreages for the impacts of the 

preferred alternative for the MCP on riparian and riverine resources per the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP. Given the length of time between the Western Riverside 

County MSHCP consistency determination process and the initiation of project 

construction, no land has been acquired to date for the mitigation for these impacts of 

the preferred alternative. Several areas have undergone preliminary evaluation and 

will be the focus of mitigation implementation. The areas envisioned for off-site 

riparian/riverine (drainages) mitigation are shown on Figures 15a (Riparian and 

Riverine [unvegetated] Potential Mitigation Sites) and 15b (Riverine/Alkali 

Communities Potential Mitigation Areas) in the Consistency Determination. Based on 

windshield surveys conducted during the preparation of the MCP MSHCP 

Consistency Determination, tributaries to the San Jacinto River that currently appear 

to support riparian vegetation that could also support LBV will be the focus of  
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Table S.5.1.3 Summary of Riparian and Riverine Mitigation Acreages and Mitigation Types 

 

Permanent Impacts (acres) 

Temporary 
Impacts 
(acres) 

Total 
Impacts 
(acres) 

Proposed 
Mitigation 

(acres) 

Mitigation 
Ratio 

Type of Mitigation 
Proposed Permanent 

Shade 

Permanent 
Grading and 

Other 
Roadway 

Improvements 

Permanent 
Total 

Riparian 
habitat 

1.75 0.96 2.71 2.27 4.99 11.00* 2.2:1 

Off-site 
preservation and 
establishment, 
reestablishment, 
and/or 
enhancement On-
site restoration for 
temporary impacts 
to reach 
a total of 11 acres 
of riparian habitat

Least Bell’s 
vireo habitat 

1.28 0.38 1.66 2.00 3.66 11.00* 3:1 

Same off-site 
mitigation can be 
used for riparian as 
long as the acreage 
is all suitable or 
occupied by LBV; 
otherwise a total of 
an additional 
11acres for LBV 
will be acquired. 

Alkali 
riverine 

areas 
6.36 20.80 27.16 2.23 29.39 

9.54 
Shade 
62.4 

Grading 
2.23 Temp 
Total: 74.17 

1.5:1 
Shade 

3:1 
Grading 

1:1 Temp 

Off-site 
preservation 
and/or 
restoration/
enhancement 

Riverine 
Unvegetated 

drainages 
1.41 4.25 5.67 1.55 7.22 11.00 1.5:1 

Off-site 
preservation, 
restoration and/or 
enhancement. 
Different from 
riparian mitigation. 

Source: Western Riverside County MSHCP Consistency Determination (2014) provided in Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS. 
*  The same acreage will be used for riparian and least Bell’s vireo impacts. 

 

mitigation for the impacts of the preferred alternative on riparian and riverine 

resources and LBV as shown on Figures 15a and 15b in the MSHCP Consistency 

Determination. Mitigation for the riverine alkali impacts will focus on the vernal pool 

complex area in Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7 or the San Jacinto River floodplain 

(Figures 17a and 15, sheet 2, in the Consistency Determination) because those areas 

have similar soils and known sensitive plant locations.  

The impacts of the preferred alternative to riparian and riverine areas will be offset 

through a combination of off-site preservation augmented with establishment/

reestablishment and/or enhancement, as needed. The Consistency Determination 

provides detailed guidelines for activities related to the establishment, 
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reestablishment, and enhancement of resources. The Consistency Determination also 

describes specific mitigation measures that will be implemented at the future riparian 

mitigation sites, including grading design, weed removal, erosion controls and BMPs, 

specific plant palettes, appropriate plant installation and seed application methods, 

irrigation system installation, maintenance, and monitoring and reporting. 

With the above provisions incorporated, the preferred alternative for the MCP project 

will provide biologically equivalent or superior preservation of riparian and riverine 

resources, thereby mitigating the project impacts to riparian and riverine resources.  

Riparian Birds (Least Bell’s Vireo, Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, and 

Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo) 

Based on surveys conducted in 2005, no LBV or southwestern willow flycatcher 

(SWWF) were identified along the 16-mile (mi) alignment of the preferred alternative 

within habitat suitable for those species. The Western Riverside County RCA 

provided data from 2008 for a pair of LBV in the San Jacinto River, west of 

Sanderson Avenue found for another project; that location is shown on Figure 14 in 

the Consistency Determination. No SWWF were observed in the project study area 

and no impacts to breeding habitat would result from implementation of the preferred 

alternative for the MCP project. Focused surveys for western yellow-billed cuckoo 

were not conducted because there was no suitable habitat for this species in the 

project study area.  

Of the approximately 4.98 acres of riparian habitat that will be impacted by the 

preferred alternative, 3.66 acres (1.75 acres from permanent shading, 0.96 permanent 

grading/improvements impacts, and 2.27 acres temporary impacts) are habitat 

suitable for LBV as shown on Table S.5.1.3. That habitat is located at the San Jacinto 

River and Sanderson Road as shown on Figure 14 in the Consistency Determination. 

Based on the 2008 sighting of a pair of LBV in the vicinity of the San Jacinto River 

Bridge and Sanderson Road, even though MCP surveys were negative for LBV in this 

area, the preferred alternative assumes that all 3.66 acres are occupied LBV habitat. 

All this suitable habitat has long-term conservation value for LBV. Impacted riparian 

habitat is subject to mitigation pursuant to the DBESP as discussed earlier in this 

section. Mitigation for the impacts to riparian habitat described in that DBESP will 

benefit the LBV as well. 
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Vernal Pools and Fairy Shrimp 

Per Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, vernal pools include seasonal wetlands (having 

indicators of hydric soil, hydrophytic vegetation, and wetland hydrology) in natural 

depressions or in artificial depressions created to provide wetland habitat. None of the 

wetland areas along the MCP project alignment met the definition of a Western 

Riverside County MSHCP vernal pool. One feature adjacent to Ramona Expressway 

east of the San Jacinto River Channel in Lakeview was evaluated as a vernal pool 

because it supported over 100,000 individual spreading navarretia plants (shown on 

Figure 16 in the Consistency Determination), which are frequently associated with 

vernal pools. This depression lacked wetland soils and appears to be a result of a 

borrow pit for the construction of a roadbed or levee at the feature’s southern edge, as 

well as for the construction of the Ramona Expressway, which is on its northern edge. 

Although this feature fails to meet the definition of a vernal pool based on its artificial 

origin, impacts to this feature will be mitigated through project mitigation for effects 

to spreading navarretia and alkali communities.  

No listed fairy shrimp were identified during the surveys conducted in 2006, 2007, 

2010, and 2011.   

S.5.1.5 Compliance with the Policies for the Protection of Narrow 

Endemic Plant Species in Section 6.1.3 in the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP  

The DBESP for spreading navarretia is provided in Section 4.2, Section 6.1.3 

Compliance – Narrow Endemic Plant Species, in the Consistency Determination and 

is described briefly below. As shown on Figure 16 in the Consistency Determination, 

the preferred alternative will impact a total of 1.09 acres of spreading navarretia 

within the San Jacinto River floodplain all of which would have long-term 

conservation value for this plant. The 1.09 acres includes 0.03 acre of permanent 

impacts, 0.82 acre of permanent shade impacts, and 0.24 acre of temporary impacts.  

Because individual plants will be impacted, as well as some habitat, the preferred 

alternative proposes to provide replacement land that contains suitable habitat for 

spreading navarretia. For the 1.09 acres of impacts to this plant species, the MCP 

project will provide 3.3 acres of replacement land with suitable or occupied habitat 

for spreading navarretia. RCTC will focus its mitigation efforts for the spreading 

navarretia in two locations: the Hemet Vernal Pool complex shown on Figure 17a and 

the San Jacinto River floodplain shown on Figure 17b in the Consistency 

Determination. Both locations are known to support spreading navarretia. The 
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Consistency Determination provides detailed discussion of the physical site 

characteristics necessary to support this species and specific site selection criteria for 

evaluation of potential mitigation sites.  

The following activities, which are discussed in detail in the Consistency 

Determination, would be necessary to implement the mitigation for the spreading 

navarretia: 

 Selection of the mitigation site/sites using specific selection criteria 

 Development of a site-specific restoration and/or enhancement program to 

support the implementation of the mitigation for the spreading navarretia 

 Development of a site-specific maintenance program implemented for a period of 

5 years 

 Development and implementation of a monitoring program to assess the success 

of the program and support decisions for maintenance and modifications of the 

site to facilitate a successful result 

As noted in the Consistency Determination, implementation of the provisions 

described above will provide biologically equivalent or superior preservation of the 

NEPSSA resource (spreading navarretia) impacted by the preferred alternative for the 

MCP project. 

S.5.1.6 Compliance with the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures 

in Section 6.3.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP  

DBESP for CASSA Plant Species 

The DBESP for the CASSA plant species is provided in Section 4.3, Section 6.3.2 

Compliance, in the Consistency Determination. As shown on Figure 16 in the 

Consistency Determination, three CASSA plant species were identified within the 

project footprint: San Jacinto Valley crownscale, smooth tarplant, and Coulter’s 

goldfields. The impacts of the MCP project on these three CASSA plant species are 

summarized in Table S.5.1.4. The majority of the impacts of the preferred alternative 

on these CASSA species are in the San Jacinto River floodplain in Lakeview in areas 

identified with long-term conservation value. A few smooth tarplant populations in 

developed/disturbed habitat near the Perris Valley Storm Drain in an area not 

identified for long-term conservation value would also be impacted by the preferred 

alternative but are not included in the acreages provided in Table S.5.1.4.  
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Table S.5.1.4 Impacts of the Preferred Alternative on CASSA Plants and Habitats Suitable for 
Long-Term Conservation 

CASSA Plant Species 

Permanent Impacts 
(Grading and Other 
Associated Roadway 

Improvements) (acres) 

Permanent 
Shade 

Impacts 
(acres) 

Temporary 
Impacts 
(acres) 

Total 
Impacts 
(acres) 

Smooth tarplant 2.65 0.06 0.01 2.72 
Coulter’s goldfields 1.74 0.29 0.22 2.25 
San Jacinto Valley 
crownscale 

0.26 0.10 0.03 0.36 

Source: Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination Including Determination of Biologically 
Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis (2014) provided in Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS. 
Note: No parts of these effects overlap effects of the State Route 79 Realignment Project. The acreage of smooth 
tarplant does not include the isolated smooth tarplant populations near the Perris Valley Storm Drain or the 
scattered individuals and small populations near Princess Ann Road, which are not identified for long-term 
conservation value.  
CASSA = Criteria Area Species Survey Area 
MSHCP = Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 

 

Because individual plants will be impacted, as well as some of their habitats, the 

proposed mitigation will provide a total of 6 acres of replacement land that contains 

occupied habitat for these three CASSA species and 12 acres of enhancement within 

the 74 acres of the alkali floodplain acquisition, resulting in the following ratios: 

 16.5:1 ratio for the 0.36 acre of impacts to San Jacinto Valley crownscale 

 2.6:1 ratio for the 2.25 acres of impacts to Coulter’s goldfields 

 2:1 ratio for the 2.72 acres of impacts to smooth tarplant 

RCTC will focus its mitigation efforts for these three CASSA species in the same two 

locations described earlier for the spreading navarretia and shown on Figures 17a and 

17b, respectively, in the Consistency Determination: the Hemet Vernal Pool complex 

and the San Jacinto River floodplain. Both locations are known to support these 

CASSA species. The Consistency Determination provides detailed discussion of the 

physical site characteristics necessary to support these CASSA species and specific 

site selection criteria for evaluation of potential mitigation lands. 

The following activities, which are discussed in detail in the Consistency 

Determination, would be necessary to implement the mitigation for smooth tarplant, 

San Jacinto Valley crownscale, and Coulter’s goldfields:  

 Selection of the mitigation site/sites using specific selection criteria 

 Development of a site-specific restoration and/or enhancement program to 

support the implementation of the mitigation for these plant species 
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 Development of a site-specific maintenance program implemented for a period of 

5 years 

 Development and implementation of a monitoring program to assess the success 

of the program and support decisions for maintenance and modifications of the 

site to facilitate a successful result 

As noted in the Consistency Determination, implementation of the provisions 

described above will provide biologically equivalent or superior preservation of these 

CASSA resources (smooth tarplant, San Jacinto Valley crownscale, and Coulter’s 

goldfields) impacted by the preferred alternative for the MCP project. 

DBESP for the San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat  

The DBESP for SBKR is provided in Section 4.4, San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat, in 

the Consistency Determination. Of a total of 36.23 acres of suitable habitat for SBKR 

identified in the biological study area (BSA), the MCP project would impact 

approximately 1.29 acres of SBKR-occupied habitat suitable for long-term 

conservation within the Western Riverside County MSHCP Survey Area. Of that 

1.29 acres, 0.83 acre would be permanent impacts and 0.46 acre would be temporary 

impacts as shown on Figure 18 in the Consistency Determination. The habitat 

impacted by the preferred alternative for the MCP project serves as habitat for 

burrows, foraging, and refugia. To provide equivalent or superior mitigation for the 

1.29 acres of project impacts, RCTC will acquire and conserve 4 acres of off-site 

mitigation lands which represents a 3.1:1 ratio. Given the length of time between 

when the MCP project would be approved and the project construction would begin, 

specific properties to be used for the off-site mitigation have not yet been identified. 

However, specific criteria for considering possible sites for that mitigation are 

provided in the Consistency Determination. Based on those criteria, RCTC has 

identified several areas where suitable land for SBKR mitigation is available and 

could be acquired in the future; those general areas are shown on Figure 19 in the 

Consistency Determination. However, RCTC will use the following criteria when 

finding the 4 acres needed for San Bernardino kangaroo rat mitigation:  

 Lands shall be located within the San Bernardino kangaroo rat survey area or 

otherwise approved by the Wildlife Agencies. 

 Lands shall contain highly suitable soils and vegetation for San Bernardino 

kangaroo rat. 

 Lands shall be adjacent to or near PQP Lands or existing Conservation Lands 

known to support San Bernardino kangaroo rat. 
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Following the above criteria, RCTC has identified several areas where San 

Bernardino kangaroo rat mitigation lands could be acquired in the future. Figure 19 in 

the Consistency Determination depicts the general areas that have been identified 

with the above criteria that would provide similar or better habitat and connectivity 

than what is being impacted by the project. These areas have been identified to give 

RCTC the flexibility to acquire the most advantageous mitigation parcel but were 

selected based on knowledge of previous San Bernardino kangaroo rat observances in 

the past. If RCTC is unable to reach agreement with any property owner in the areas 

identified on Figure 19, or is unable to acquire the full 4 acres needed, then RCTC 

shall consult with the RCA and the wildlife agencies on additional areas or properties 

to be acquired and provide an amended DBESP documenting those additional areas, 

using the same criteria described above. Any mitigation lands acquired for the 

project’s MSHCP compliance shall be conveyed to the RCA. Final mitigation site 

selection and an updated DBESP shall be submitted to the RCA and Wildlife 

Agencies prior to acquisition of the mitigation property. 

As noted in the Consistency Determination, implementation of the provisions 

described above will provide biologically equivalent or superior preservation of 

SBKR habitat impacted by the MCP project. 

DBESP for the Los Angeles Pocket Mouse 

The DBESP for the LAPM is provided in Section 4.5, Los Angeles Pocket Mouse, in 

the Consistency Determination. During the project planning, RCTC made an ongoing 

effort to reduce project impacts including impacts to the LAPM. To describe 

minimization efforts to LAPM conducted after the Recirculated Draft 

EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, the following text was added to the second paragraph 

in Section 3.20.4, Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, on 

page 3.20-10 in the Final EIR/EIS: 

“Since the release of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft 

EIS, as part of the preparation of Geometric Approval Drawings, 

RCTC continued to refine details of engineering and looked for 

opportunities to further reduce impacts. As a result of those activities, 

RCTC was able to reduce impacts to both LAPM and SBKR occupied/

suitable habitat. By doing so, the acres of impacts to areas considered 

riparian habitats were also reduced.   

Specifically, as part of the Build Alternatives evaluated in the 

Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, RCTC was proposing 

cut and fill within the right of way. Based on the current refinements, 
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RCTC is proposing to provide retaining walls in certain areas to 

reduce the amount of grading and potential impacts in certain areas as 

shown in Table 3.20.B. By proposing walls instead of cut slopes, the 

acreages of habitat disturbance for the Build Alternatives were reduced 

compared to the 44 acres of impacts reported in the Recirculated Draft 

EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS.”  

The locations of the retaining walls described above are shown on Figure 2.5.A in 

Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, in the Final EIR/EIS. 

Based on those refinements, the preferred alternative for the MCP project would 

impact 20.85 acres of LAPM-occupied habitat suitable for long-term conservation 

within the Western Riverside County MSHCP Survey Area. Of that, 20.16 acres 

would be permanent impacts and 0.69 acre would be temporary impacts.  

The habitat impacted by the preferred alternative for the MCP project not only serves 

as habitat for burrows, but also serves as foraging and refugia for LAPM. To mitigate 

for the 20.85 acres of impacts and to provide equivalent or superior mitigation, RCTC 

will acquire and conserve 42 acres (representing a 2:1 ratio) of off-site mitigation 

lands. Given the length of time between when the MCP project would be approved 

and the project construction would begin, specific properties to be used for the off-

site mitigation have not yet been identified. However, the following specific criteria 

for considering possible sites for that mitigation, provided in the Consistency 

Determination, are:  

 Lands shall be located within the LAPM survey area. 

 Lands shall contain highly suitable soils and vegetation for the LAPM. 

 Lands shall be adjacent to or near PQP Lands or existing Conservation Lands 

known to support LAPM. 

Based on those criteria, RCTC has identified several areas where suitable land for 

LAPM mitigation is available and could be acquired in the future; those general areas 

are shown on Figure 19 in the Consistency Determination. 

To further minimize impacts to the LAPM during construction, RCTC will conduct 

exclusionary trapping in the construction areas depicted on Figure 20 (Sheets 1 and 2) 

in the Consistency Determination and will relocate any trapped animals to outside the 

impact areas.  

As noted in the Consistency Determination, implementation of the provisions 

described above will provide biologically equivalent or superior preservation of 

LAPM, thereby mitigating the impacts of the preferred alternative on LAPM.  
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DBESP for the Burrowing Owl  

The DBESP for BUOW is provided in Section 4.6, Burrowing Owl, in the 

Consistency Determination. 

The focused BUOW survey effort for the MCP project found that one individual 

burrowing owl and its associated foraging habitat (3.1 acres) would be directly 

impacted by the project construction. The location of that owl and habitat are shown 

on Figure 21 in the Consistency Determination. Given the length of time between 

when that owl was observed and the initiation of the project construction, that owl 

may or may not be in the same location at the start of project construction. 

Because the 3.1 acres do not meet the 35 acres of suitable habitat and three or more 

pairs threshold from Western Riverside County MSHCP Burrowing Owl Species 

Objective 5, the requirement to conserve 90 percent of the area with long-term 

conservation value for the BUOW on site is not triggered. A more appropriate 

provision from Species Objective 5 is to conduct passive or active relocation prior to 

and during construction. However, as mentioned, given the length of time until the 

project construction would actually disturb BUOW and its habitat, and given the 

transitory nature of BUOW and their tendency to colonize areas that may not have 

been colonized before, there is a probability that BUOW could be located elsewhere 

within the footprint for the preferred alternative in the future. To address this, RCTC 

will conduct preconstruction surveys at least 120 days prior to any project-related 

ground disturbance to identify any owls that may have colonized suitable habitat 

areas within the disturbance limits for the preferred alternative. Any owls found in 

those surveys would be relocated to outside the disturbance limits. Passive relocation 

is the preferred relocation method; active relocation will be used when passive 

relocation is not successful in relocating BUOW to outside the project disturbance 

limits. 

The DBESP for the BUOW was prepared to ensure replacement of lost functions and 

values of BUOW habitat resulting from unavoidable project impacts. All impacts 

within the project right of way footprint are permanent impacts to BUOW and its 

habitat. Direct impacts to BUOW include 3.1 acres of permanent impacts to foraging 

and burrow habitat occupied by one BUOW. Indirect impacts to BUOW and and/or 

suitable habitat may result from edge effects such as future development, plant and 

animal infestations, fire, litter, unauthorized recreational use, and an increase in light 

and glare associated with vehicles and daytime and nighttime construction activities.   
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The direct and indirect effects to BUOW and its habitat will be avoided and/or 

minimized based on the incorporation of the following measures into the project 

design and/or implementation procedures based on the Burrowing Owl Relocation 

Plan  that will be implemented for the preferred alternative as described in detail in 

Section 4.6.1.1, Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan, the MSHCP Consistency 

Determination: 

 Focused surveys for BUOW will be conducted in the known location east of the 

Perris Valley Drain prior to construction to confirm whether the site is still 

occupied. 

 Preconstruction BUOW surveys will be conducted within 120 days prior to 

ground disturbance to avoid take of BUOW and occupied burrowing owl nests. 

 Preconstruction surveys will follow accepted MSHCP survey protocols. 

 Take of active BUOW nests will be avoided. 

 If BUOW are identified during the preconstruction surveys and cannot be 

avoided, a BUOW relocation/translocation plan will be prepared based on the 

measures outlined below for submittal to the wildlife agencies for approval 60–90 

days prior to ground-disturbing activities. 

 Indirect impacts of exotic plant and animal infestations, litter, fire, and increased 

light and glare will be minimized by regular roadside maintenance by County of 

Riverside or Caltrans (depending on whether the facility is accepted into the State 

Highway System) to remove litter and weeds from the right-of-way, and by 

incorporating shielded lighting near environmentally sensitive areas. 

The MSHCP Consistency Determination describes the components of the Burrowing 

Owl Relocation Plan, which address relocation of BUOW if found during the 

preconstruction surveys, as follows: 

 Passive and, if needed, active relocation of BUOW by a qualified avian biologist. 

 Passive relocation activities to exclude BUOW from burrows and to provide 

artificial burrows elsewhere; BUOW will be passively evicted only during the 

non-breeding season (September 1 to January 31). 

 Active relocation to capture BUOW from original burrows that would be 

destroyed by construction activity, take them to a new site well removed from the 

original site, and release them into a new burrow; BUOW will be captured and 

moved during the non-breeding season or early in the breeding season but just 

prior to egg-laying (i.e., late January or early February). 

 Capture and banding of BUOW for identification and monitoring. 
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 BUOW will be captured at least 1 week prior to passive or active relocation 

activities. 

 Passive and active relocation sites will be selected and finalized in consultation 

with the RCA and the Wildlife Agencies. 

 Passive and active relocation of owls to the identified relocation sites. 

 Monitoring will be conducted prior to, during, and after passive or active 

relocation efforts. 

 Habitat and artificial nest burrow management activities will be conducted at least 

once annually to maintain conditions that support BUOW.  

 Data collection and reporting to the RCA and the Wildlife Agencies regarding the 

results of presence/absence surveys, nest/burrow locations, locations to which the 

BUOW were moved, capture and banding data, date and time passively relocated 

owls were excluded from original burrows or actively relocated owls were 

released into field enclosures, date field enclosures were removed, nest burrow 

monitoring visits, burrow habitat characteristics, reproductive success information 

from nest visits, artificial nest burrow installation and maintenance activities and 

outcomes, habitat management activities and outcomes, and results of burrow 

inspections using the infrared video scope.  

The Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan will be refined during final design based on the 

information and activities described in the MSHCP Consistency Determination. The 

provisions and requirements in the Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan will be 

implemented prior to and during the project construction. Therefore, with the above 

provisions incorporated, the preferred alternative for the MCP project will provide 

biologically equivalent or superior preservation of the BUOW, thereby mitigating the 

impacts of the MCP project.  

S.5.1.7 Compliance with the Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines in 

Section 6.1.4 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP  

The MCP project compliance with the Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines in 

Section 6.1.4 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP is discussed in Section 4.7, 

Section 6.1.4 Compliance – Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines” in the 

Consistency Determination. The project compliance with those Guidelines is also 

discussed in the subsection titled “Western Riverside County MSHCP” starting on 

page 3.17-36 in Section 3.17.3, Permanent Impacts, in the Final EIR/EIS and is 

referenced in Mitigation Measure NC-5, on page 3.17-64 in the Final EIR/EIS. 

The potential for indirect light and noise effects on the threatened and endangered 

species and their habitats is discussed in the subsection titled “Indirect Effects (All 
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Threatened and Endangered Species)” starting on page 3.21-16 in the Final EIR/EIS. 

As discussed in detail in the subsection titled “Compliance with the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines” starting on 3.17-36 

in the Final EIR/EIS, the indirect effects of the MCP Build Alternatives on threatened 

and endangered species and their habitats will be avoided or substantially reduced 

based on compliance with guidelines discussed in detail in Section 4.7, Section 6.1.4 

Compliance – Urban/Wildlands Interactive Guidelines, in the Consistency 

Determination. Those guidelines for edge effects that would be incorporated in the 

preferred alternative are summarized below from the Consistency Determination and 

Section 3.21 in the Final EIR/EIS: 

 Drainage/Water Quality: Measures to control the quantity and quality of runoff 

from the site entering the Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Area 

including BMPs such as biofiltration swales and infiltration basins will be 

incorporated in the preferred alternative. The preferred alternative will comply 

with all applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

requirements. 

 Water Quality: Measures to ensure that the application of chemicals such as 

fertilizer does not result in discharges to the Western Riverside County MSHCP 

Conservation Area. The preferred alternative will include BMPs to reduce/remove 

contaminants prior to discharge into the Western Riverside County MSHCP 

Conservation Area. 

 Light: To minimize light effects in the Western Riverside County MSHCP 

Conservation Area, safety lighting will be provided along the MCP project only in 

existing developed areas and at interchanges. No lighting is proposed along the 

MCP facility near Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Areas. 

 Noise: Construction activities would not occur within 300 ft of the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Area during nesting season (February 15 

through September 15) to minimize the effects of construction noise on raptors 

and nesting avian species. The Wildlife Crossing No. 10 entrance will be designed 

to minimize noise effects to the adjacent Western Riverside County MSHCP 

Conservation Area. The placement of berms between the wildlife crossing 

entrances or solid walls rather than fencing to funnel wildlife into that crossing 

will be considered to attenuate noise effects to the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP Conservation Area. 

 Invasive Species: The invasive, non-native plant species listed in Table 6-2 in the 

Western Riverside County MSHCP will be considered in developing and 

approving the project landscape plans to avoid the use of invasive species for the 
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parts of the project adjacent to the Western Riverside County MSHCP 

Conservation Area. Regular roadside maintenance will be conducted to remove 

litter and weeds from the right of way. 

 Fencing: Permanent fencing will be installed along the right of way limits for the 

entire length of the MCP facility to minimize unauthorized public access, 

domestic animal predation, illegal trespass, and dumping in the Western Riverside 

County MSHCP Conservation Areas. In the areas of Proposed Constrained 

Linkage 20 and the San Jacinto River Bridge at Proposed Extension of Existing 

Core 4, the MCP project will incorporate fencing that does not impede wildlife 

access to the crossings and bridge, while also directing wildlife away from the 

road. The MCP project will include fencing and barriers installed on both 

openings of Wildlife Crossing No. 10 and the adjacent smaller dry crossing to 

encourage animals to use the crossings and prevent access to the MCP road. 

Figure 23 in the Consistency Determination depicts the positions of the fencing in 

relation to MCP facilities and crossing access. The MCP project will also 

incorporate a row of long boulders within the edge of Wildlife Crossing No. 10 to 

act as cover for smaller animals to use should they choose to use that crossing 

instead of the small dry culvert. Jump outs and one-way gates will also be 

installed along the segment of the road in the vicinity of Wildlife Crossing No. 10 

to allow wildlife to get off the road should they somehow gain access to that area. 

Figures 23a and 23b in the Consistency Determination provide a conceptual 

design for the fencing plan at the dry culvert designed for wildlife crossing. 

 Grading: Manufactured slopes associated with the MCP project will not extend 

into the Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Area. 

Measure NC-5, Conservation Areas, in Section 3.17.4, Avoidance, Minimization, and 

Mitigation Measures, on page 3.17-65 in the Final EIR/EIS was expanded to be more 

specific as to how the Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines will be implemented 

during construction of the MCP as follows (changes shown in italics): 

“NC-5 Conservation Areas. During final design, the RCTC Project Engineer 

and the Contract Biologist will coordinate to identify existing and 

proposed conservation areas within the project footprint and in the 

immediately surrounding areas and will designate those areas on the 

project specifications. The Contract Biologist will provide the RCTC 

Resident Engineer with the applicable guidelines from the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP, including the Urban/Wildlands Interface 

Guidelines from Section 6.1.4 of the Western Riverside County 
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MSHCP and compliance with these guidelines as identified in Section 

3.17.3 of the Final EIR/EIS, for incorporation in the project 

specifications. 

To reduce impacts where the project interfaces with existing or 

proposed conservation areas as shown on the project specifications, 

the RCTC Resident Engineer will require the construction contractor 

to comply with the applicable guidelines from the Western Riverside 

County MSHCP, including the Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines 

from Section 6.1.4 of the Western Riverside County MSHCP, as 

included in the project specifications. 

During final design, the RCTC Project Engineer and Project Biologist 

will ensure the design for the wildlife crossing entrance at Wildlife 

Crossing No. 10 will minimize noise effects to the adjacent MSHCP 

Conservation Area and ensure that noise effects do not exceed 

residential noise standards.” 

S.5.1.8 Compliance with the Siting and Design Criteria in Sections 

7.5.1 and 7.5.2 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP 

The compliance of the preferred alternative with Sections 7.5.1 and 7.5.2 in the 

Western Riverside County MSHCP is discussed in Section 4.8, Sections 7.5.1 and 

7.5.2 Compliance, in the Consistency Determination. Wildlife corridors, habitat 

fragmentation, and compliance with Sections 7.5.1 and 7.5.2 in the Western Riverside 

County MSHCP are also addressed in the Final EIR/EIS in Section 3.17.2.3, Wildlife 

Corridors/Habitat Fragmentation, (on page 3.17-16), and the subsection titled 

“Wildlife Corridors/Habitat Fragmentation” (starting on page 3.17-24). 

Compliance with Section 7.5.1 

Table S.5.1.5 briefly summarizes the compliance of the preferred alternative for the 

MCP project with Section 7.5.1, Guidelines for the Siting and Design of Planned 

Roads within Criteria Area and Public/Quasi-Public Lands, in the Western Riverside 

County MSHCP. 

Compliance with Section 7.5.2 

Section 7.5.2, Guidelines for Construction of Wildlife Crossings, in the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP contains guidelines that should be applied to roads. Those 

guidelines “…constitute a basic framework for wildlife crossing recommendations 

and are to be applied where there is either known wildlife movement, and/or in  
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Table S.5.1.5  MCP Project Compliance with Section 7.5.1 in the Western Riverside County 
MSHCP 

Guideline from Section 7.5.1 of the Western 
Riverside County MSHCP 

How the Preferred Alternative for the MCP 
Project Complies with the Cited Guideline 

Planned roads will be located in the least 
environmentally sensitive location feasible. 

The MCP project is located in the least 
environmentally sensitive location and does 
follow an existing road alignment. 

Planned roads will avoid, to the greatest extent 
feasible, impacts to Covered Species and wetlands.  

The MCP project follows existing roads the 
entire length and has been designed to avoid 
Covered Species and wetlands. For example, at 
the Sanderson Road crossing over the San 
Jacinto River, the MCP project has been 
redesigned to include retaining walls to pull 
back from impacting riparian scrub and LAPM 
and SBKR habitat. Additionally, revisions to 
MCP project design were made around 
Bernasconi Road to include retaining walls, as 
well as shifting the alignment for an 
approximate 1.5-mile-long segment between 
Bernasconi Road and Antelope Road so that 
impacts to LAPM habitat can be reduced. 
Impacts do occur where there are species and 
habitats along the shoulders and in future 
interchange areas. Mitigation has been provided 
for these impacts where they occur. 

Design of planned roads will consider wildlife 
movement requirements in Section 7.5.2 
“Guidelines for Construction of Wildlife Crossing” 
in the Western Riverside County MSHCP, in the 
Consistency Determination.  

Wildlife movement considerations have been 
taken into consideration and demonstrated by 
the numerous culverts/undercrossings and 
bridges as documented on page 3.17-23 of the 
Final EIR/EIS for the MCP Project. See the 
response below regarding compliance with the 
Guidelines for Conservation of Wildlife 
Corridors. 

Narrow Endemic Plant Species will be avoided; if 
avoidance is not feasible, then mitigation as 
described in the Narrow Endemic Plant Policy will 
be implemented.  

As addressed in Section 3.19 in the Final EIR/
EIS, the project has complied with and 
conducted analyses as to whether Narrow 
Endemic Plant Species can be avoided by the 
project. Spreading navarretia, the only 
NEPSSA species impacted by the project, will 
be affected at the San Jacinto River crossing in 
Lakeview. A DBESP was prepared to address 
this impact (refer to Appendix T). Avoidance 
was not possible as the plants were located 
adjacent to the existing roadway. 

Any construction, maintenance, and operation 
activities that involve clearing of natural vegetation 
will be conducted outside the active breeding season 
(March 1 through June 30).  

The MCP project includes measures to avoid 
nesting birds during breeding seasons. 
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Table S.5.1.5  MCP Project Compliance with Section 7.5.1 in the Western Riverside County 
MSHCP 

Guideline from Section 7.5.1 of the Western 
Riverside County MSHCP 

How the Preferred Alternative for the MCP 
Project Complies with the Cited Guideline 

Prior to design and construction of transportation 
facilities, biological surveys will be conducted 
within the study area for the facility, including 
vegetation mapping and species surveys and/or 
wetland delineations.  

Surveys were conducted for the project, along 
with biological surveys and vegetation mapping 
which are included in the 2008 NES and 2011 
SNES and summarized for MSHCP relevancy. 
This guideline refers to actions “prior to design 
and construction.” As stated above, RCTC will 
not proceed with design and construction until a 
Preferred Alternative is selected, and then after 
that Alternative is approved by its Board. As 
stated in Section 3.17 in the Final EIR/EIS, 
prior to design and construction, the 
recommendations and measures outlined in this 
guideline, will be implemented because they 
are included in this Final EIR/EIS. 

Source: Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination Including Determination of Biologically 
Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis (2014) (provided in Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS). 
DBESP = Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation 
EIR = Environmental Impact Report 
EIS = Environmental Impact Statement 
LAPM = Los Angeles pocket mouse 
MCP = Mid County Parkway 
MSHCP = Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
NEPSSA = Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area 
NES = Natural Environment Study 
RCTC = Riverside County Transportation Commission  
SBKR = San Bernardino kangaroo rat 
SNES = Supplemental Natural Environment Study 

 

portions of the MSHCP Conservation Area that are assembled to provide wildlife 

movement.” The preferred alternative for the MCP project crosses through the 

following Reserve Features where wildlife movement is important: 

 Extension of Existing Core 4, which is intended to provide habitat for several 

plant species, and to provide movement for species connecting to Lake Perris and 

Canyon Lake. The terrestrial Planning Species for this Linkage that would be 

expected to occur in the project area is the LAPM. 

 Proposed Constrained Linkage 20, which is intended to connect Lake Perris to the 

Lakeview Mountains. The Hemet to Corona-Lake Elsinore CETAP Corridor 

(which is the same as the MCP project in this area) is explicitly discussed in the 

Western Riverside County MSHCP related to impacting Proposed Constrained 

Linkage 20 and the added edge effects that will be introduced as a result of the 

MCP project. The terrestrial Planning Species for this Linkage that would be 

expected to occur in the project area is the LAPM.  
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 As Proposed Constrained Linkage 20, as designated in the Western Riverside 

County MSHCP, Wildlife Crossing No. 10 has been designed for the sole purpose 

of facilitating wildlife movement between the San Jacinto-Lake Perris Reserve 

and the Lakeview Mountains. As included in the preferred alternative for the 

MCP project, Crossing No. 10 is planned to be 35 ft wide and 12 ft high by 210 ft 

long to accommodate wildlife movement through an area that is currently used for 

agricultural purposes as shown on Figure 22 in the Consistency Determination.  

Section 7.5.2 also calls for smaller dry crossings for small mammals and reptiles. The 

preferred alternative for the MCP project includes one 3 ft by 3 ft dry culvert crossing 

west of Wildlife Crossing No. 10 in addition to numerous drainage culverts as shown 

on Figure 22 in the Consistency Determination.  

Within the area of Proposed Constrained Linkage 20 and the San Jacinto River 

Bridge at the Proposed Extension of Existing Core 4, the preferred alternative for the 

MCP project will include fencing that does not impede wildlife access to the 

crossings and bridge, while also directing wildlife away from the roadway. The 

preferred alternative will include fencing and barriers installed on both openings of 

the smaller dry crossing and Wildlife Crossing No. 10 to encourage animals to use 

these crossings and prevent access to the road. Figure 23 in the Consistency 

Determination shows the positioning of the fencing in relation to the roadway and 

crossing access. The preferred alternative for the MCP project also includes a row of 

long boulders along the edge of Wildlife Crossing No. 10 to act as cover for smaller 

animals using that crossing. Jump outs and one-way gates will also be installed along 

the segment of the road in the vicinity of Wildlife Crossing No. 10 to allow wildlife 

to get off the road should they somehow gain access to that area as shown on 

Figures 23a and 23b in the Consistency Determination.  

S.5.1.9 Compliance with Section 7.5.3 and Appendix C in the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP  

As described in the Consistency Determination, Section 4.9, Section 7.5.3 and 

Appendix C of MSHCP Compliance list specific conditions applicable to the 

preferred alternative to reduce the construction impacts on species. RCTC’s 

compliance with these conditions is required under Section 13.7(A) in the 

Implementing Agreement. The conditions under Section 7.5.3 in the Consistency 

Determination are:  
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1. Plans for water pollution and erosion control describing sediment and hazardous 
materials control, dewatering or diversion structures, fueling and equipment 
management practices, and the use of plant material for erosion control will be 
developed. 

2. The timing of construction activities will consider seasonal requirements for 
breeding birds and migratory non-resident species. Habitat clearing will be 
avoided during species active breeding season defined as March 1 to June 30. 

3. Sediment and erosion control measures will be implemented until such time 
soils are determined to be successfully stabilized. 

4. Short-term stream diversions will be accomplished by use of sand bags or other 
methods that will result in minimal instream impacts. Short-term diversion will 
consider effects on wildlife. 

5. Silt fencing or other sediment trapping materials will be installed at the 
downstream end of construction activities to minimize the transport of 
sediments off-site. 

6. Settling ponds where sediment is collected will be cleaned in a manner that 
prevents sediment from re-entering the stream or damaging/disturbing adjacent 
areas. Sediment from settling ponds will be removed to a location where 
sediment cannot re-enter the stream or surrounding drainage area. 

7. No erodible materials will be deposited into water courses. Brush, loose soils, or 
other debris material will not be stockpiled within stream channels or on 
adjacent banks. 

8. The footprint of disturbance will be minimized to the maximum extent feasible. 
Access to sites will occur on pre-existing access routes to the greatest extent 
possible. 

9. Equipment storage, fueling and staging areas will be sited on non-sensitive 
upland habitat types with minimal risk of direct discharge into riparian areas or 
other sensitive habitat types. 

10. The limits of disturbance, including the upstream, downstream and lateral 
extents, will be clearly defined and marked in the field. Monitoring personnel 
will review the limits of disturbance prior to initiation of construction activities. 

11. During construction, the placement of equipment within the stream or on 
adjacent banks or adjacent upland habitats occupied by Covered Species that are 
outside the project footprint will be avoided. 

12. Exotic species removed during construction will be properly handled to prevent 
sprouting or regrowth. 
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13. Training of construction personnel will be provided. 

14. Ongoing monitoring and reporting will occur for the duration of the 
construction activity to ensure implementation of BMPs. 

15. When work is conducted during the fire season (as identified by the Riverside 
County Fire Department) adjacent to coastal sage scrub or chaparral vegetation, 
appropriate fire-fighting equipment (e.g., extinguishers, shovels, water tankers) 
shall be available on the site during all phases of project construction to help 
minimize the chance of human-caused wildfires. Shields, protective mats, 
and/or other fire preventative methods shall be used during grinding, welding, 
and other spark-inducing activities. Personnel trained in fire hazards, 
preventative actions, and responses to fires shall advise contractors regarding 
fire risk from all construction-related activities. 

16. Active construction areas shall be watered regularly to control dust and 
minimize impacts to adjacent vegetation. 

17. All equipment maintenance, staging, and dispensing of fuel, oil, coolant, or any 
other toxic substances shall occur only in designated areas within the proposed 
grading limits of the project site. These designated areas shall be clearly marked 
and located in such a manner as to contain run-off. 

18. Waste, dirt, rubble, or trash shall not be deposited in the Conservation Area or 
on native habitat. 

Relevant provisions from Appendix C in the Western Riverside County MSHCP are: 

1. Train project personnel prior to grading regarding species of concern and the 
general provisions of the Endangered Species Act and the Western Riverside 
County MSHCP. 

2. Develop and implement water pollution and erosion control plans. 

3. Minimize the disturbance area and maximize use of existing access routes. 

4. Clearly mark the upstream, downstream, and lateral limits of disturbance. 

5. Avoid placement of equipment and personnel in the stream channel or in upland 
habitats. 

6. Avoid the breeding season of riparian species. 

7. Use methods requiring minimal instream impacts in diversion of streams. 

8. Locate equipment storage, fueling, and staging areas on upland sites. 

9. Do not deposit erodible fill material in water courses or stockpile debris in stream 
channels or on stream banks. 
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10. Monitor construction activities to avoid incidental disturbance of habitat and 
species of concern outside the project footprint.  

11. Avoid and minimize the removal of native vegetation to the maximum extent 
practicable and revegetate with appropriate native species.  

12. Permanently remove exotic species that prey upon or displace target species of 
concern. 

13. Keep project site as clean of debris as possible.  

14. Limit construction employee activities, vehicles, equipment, and construction 
materials to the project footprint, designated staging areas, and routes of travel. 

15. RCTC will have the right to access and inspect any sites of approved projects 
including any restoration/enhancement area for compliance with project 
approval conditions including these BMPs. 

S.5.1.10 Equivalency Analysis for the Project Effects on Public/Quasi-

Public Lands 

The equivalency analysis for the effects of the preferred alternative for the MCP 

project on PQP Lands is provided in Section 3.3, Impacts to PQP Lands, in the 

Consistency Determination. PQP Lands are lands that are under government 

ownership and are already in conservation areas with no threat of development. PQP 

Lands comprise 347,000 acres of the future total 500,000 acres MSHCP Reserve. 

Section 3.2.1 of the Western Riverside County MSHCP outlines the PQP Lands 

replacement process. For any PQP Land proposed for a use that would remove the 

Conservation value of the land, or use it in a way that “…alters the land use such that 

it would not contribute to Reserve Assembly…”, replacement land shall be acquired 

or otherwise encumbered at a 1:1 ratio. The replacement land must take into account 

direct and indirect effects of PQP Lands in one location with PQP Lands in another 

location.  

As discussed in Section 2.2 of the Consistency Determination, RCTC has realigned a 

1.6-mile segment of Alternative 9 Modified SJRB DV to avoid impacts to a parcel 

owned by California Department of Fish and Wildlife and, therefore, considered PQP 

Lands under the MSHCP. Because this parcel will not be impacted as originally 

described in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, there will be no 

permanent impacts to PQP Lands by the MCP project. 

As shown on Figure 5, Sheet 2 of 2, the PQP Lands temporarily impacted by the 

preferred alternative for the MCP project is 1.46 acres of temporary impacts at the 

Perris Valley Storm Drain. The temporary impacts will be to PQP Lands and will not 
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result in any physical transformation of the Perris Valley Storm Drain or the function 

of those PQP Lands as a storm drain. Therefore, the temporary impacts associated 

with the bridge construction over the PQP Lands at the Perris Valley Storm Drain will 

not affect the conservation value of these PQP Lands.  

S.5.1.11 Project Effects on Other Species Covered under the Western 

Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 

The majority of the 146 species covered under the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP are fully covered species and do not require additional surveys to determine 

adequate mitigation for impacts within the Western Riverside County MSHCP Plan 

Area. Plant species covered by the Western Riverside County MSHCP that do not 

require surveys are discussed in the subsection, Species Not Requiring Surveys, in 

Section 3.19.3.1, Permanent Impacts, on page 3.19-4 in the Final EIR/EIS. MSHCP 

covered wildlife species that do not require surveys are discussed in the subsection 

titled “Other Non-listed Animal Species” on page 3.20-7 in Section 3.20.3.1, 

Permanent Impacts, in the Final EIR/EIS.  

S.5.1.12 Potential for Cumulative Impacts on Biological Resources 

Projects, including the MCP, the originally proposed Villages of Lakeview Specific 

Plan, and the SR-79 Realignment Project, that were considered in the evaluation of 

potential cumulative impacts, including cumulative impacts on biological resources, 

are discussed in Section 3.25.4, Identification of Cumulative Plans and Projects, 

starting on page 3.25-15 in the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section 3.25.5.11 in 

the Final EIR/EIS on page 3.25-51, the preferred alternative would contribute to an 

incremental loss of potentially suitable habitat for Stephens’ kangaroo rat and CAGN; 

occupied habitat for the San Jacinto Valley crownscale, spreading navarretia, SBKR, 

and LBV; and areas of long-term conservation value for smooth tarplant and 

Coulter’s goldfields. These are all Covered Species under the Western Riverside 

County MSHCP. 

As a regional plan, the Western Riverside County MSHCP provides mitigation for 

cumulative impacts to covered species and their habitats. Project consistency with the 

Western Riverside County MSHCP ensures that cumulative and indirect impacts to 

those species, their habitats, and other biological resources are effectively mitigated. 

The MCP project has adequately addressed cumulative project impacts to biological 

resources by demonstrating consistency with the Western Riverside County MSHCP.  

As a project covered under the Western Riverside County MSHCP (as part of the 

Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore Corridor), the impacts of the MCP project on the 

Western Riverside County MSHCP covered species were first analyzed in the 
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Western Riverside County MSHCP EIR/EIS. Therefore, the potential impacts of the 

MCP project to all Western Riverside County MSHCP covered species have been 

addressed by demonstrating consistency with the Western Riverside County MSHCP, 

including mitigation for impacts to biological resources, as discussed in the 

Consistency Determination.  Further, because MCP is a covered project under the 

Western Riverside County MSHCP, cumulative impacts for the decline of population 

and loss of habitat of covered species resulting from RCTC’s projects have also been 

mitigated by RCTC’s contribution to date of $132 million (out of their total 

commitment of $153 million) to the Reserve Assembly of the MSHCP Conservation 

Area. 

S.5.1.13 Joint Project Review Process  

After the preferred alternative was identified for the MCP project (refer to 

Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred Alternative, on page 2-98 in the Final 

EIR/EIS), RCTC documented compliance with the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP specifically for the preferred alternative as part of the JPR. The JPR public 

projects review form and the Consistency Determination for the MCP project were 

submitted to the RCA on March 3, 2014 and was resubmitted on September 29, 2014. 

Based on the Consistency Determination, the preferred alternative for the MCP 

project was confirmed by RCTC, RCA, and the Wildlife Agencies as being consistent 

with the Western Riverside County MSHCP. The JPR was provided to RCTC in a 

letter from the RCA dated August 20, 2014. The JPR was updated in a letter dated 

October 9, 2014. A copy of the October 9, 2014 letter is provided in Appendix T in 

the Final EIR/EIS. As a result, the Final EIR/EIS provides analysis of impacts and 

describes the mitigation required of the preferred alternative for the MCP project to 

comply with the Western Riverside County MSHCP consistency requirements. 

Per Section 3.2.1 in the Western Riverside County MSHCP, the PQP Equivalency 

Analysis was provided to the wildlife agencies as part of the JPR process to compare 

the effects and benefits of the MCP project along with the proposed mitigation. 

Language was added in the Final EIR/EIS, in the subsection titled “Western Riverside 

County MSHCP” (starting on page 3.17-1) in Section 3.17.1.1, Habitat Conservation 

Plans, Natural Communities Conservation Plans, and Wildlife Areas, and in the 

subsection titled “Western Riverside County MSHCP” (starting on page 3.17-27) in 

Section 3.17.3.1, Permanent Impacts, adding additional detail regarding how RCTC, 

as the Permittee under the Western Riverside County MSHCP for the MCP project, 

has complied with the provisions and policies in the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP and the Implementing Agreement based on the Consistency Determination. 
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Table S.5.1.6 summarizes the permanent and temporary effects of the preferred 

alternative on the resources evaluated in the Consistency Determination and the 

mitigation acreages to address those effects. 

S.5.1.14 Addendum to MSHCP Consistency Determination and 

Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior 

Preservation Analysis 

The USFWS and CDFW (the Wildlife Agencies) submitted comments on the 

September 2014 MSHCP Consistency Determination and DBESPs to the RCTC on 

October 20, 2014. As requested by the Wildlife Agencies, RCTC prepared an 

Addendum to the MSHCP Consistency Determination (Addendum) in an October 24, 

2014 letter to the Wildlife Agencies (the October 20, 2014 letter from the Wildlife 

Agencies is an attachment to the October 24, 2014 Addendum). The Addendum is 

provided in Appendix T in this Final EIR/EIS. 

The Addendum provides responses to the specific comments in the Wildlife Agencies 

letter. The responses to the Wildlife Agencies’ comments include citations to various 

documents including the Consistency Determination, the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP, the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (January 2013), 

administrative draft EIR/EIS (November 2014), the Natural Environment Study 

(2008) for the MCP project, and the California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) 

Invasive Plant Inventory for information supporting the analyses and conclusions in 

the MSHCP Consistency Determination and DBESPs. The responses also provide 

clarification of some of the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 

included in the MCP project as documented in both the Final EIR/EIS and the 

DBESPs. As part of the responses, RCTC also agreed to an additional environmental 

commitment to salvage alkali soils that could be re-used on habitat restoration areas.  

The Wildlife Agencies issued a joint letter of concurrence on the MSHCP 

Consistency Determination and DBESPs for the MCP project on November 14, 2014 

(a copy of that letter is provided in Appendix T of the Final EIR/EIS). 

S.5.2 Master Response Related to the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 

Comments regarding potential project impacts on SKR including potential take of 

SKR and how those impacts are addressed are discussed in this Master Response.  

The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for 

the MCP project is described in Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred 

Alternative, on page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS. The range of potentially suitable 

habitat for SKR was discussed in the subsection titled “Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat” 
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Table S.5.1.6  MCP Western Riverside County MSHCP Summary Mitigation Matrix (Mitigation Acreage) for the Preferred Alternative 

Impacted Resources 
Total Acreage of 
Project Impacts 

Permanent 
Impacts 

Temporary 
Impacts 

Mitigation 
Acreage 

Notes 

Riparian Vegetation 4.99 2.71 2.27 11 

Refer to Figure 15a in the Consistency Determination – Tributary to 
SJR near Jack Rabbit Trail. Off-site preservation and establishment, 
re-establishment and/or enhancement. On-site restoration for 
temporary impacts. 

Least Bell’s Vireo 3.66 1.66 2 11 
Refer to area on Figure 15a in the Consistency Determination. 
Same 11 acres for Riparian. 

Riverine – Alkaline 
Communities in SJR Floodplain 

29.39 27.16 2.23 74.17 

Mitigation broken out by 9.54 acres shade; 62.4 acres grading; 2.23 
acres temp. Refer to Figures 15b and 17a in the Consistency 
Determination. Looking in Hemet Vernal Pool area or Lakeview 
Floodplain. 

Riverine – Non-SJR Floodplain 7.22 5.67 1.55 11 
Refer to Figure 15a in the Consistency Determination. Jack Rabbit 
Trail tributaries – same as riparian vegetation. 

San Jacinto Valley Crownscale 0.36 0.331 0.03 6 
Refer to Figures 17a or 17b in the Consistency Determination. 
Hemet Vernal Pool or Lakeview Floodplain. Same acreage for 
Coulter’s goldfields and smooth tarplant mitigation. 

Spreading Navarretia 1.09 0.851 0.24 3.3 
Refer to Figures 17a or 17b in the Consistency Determination. 
Hemet Vernal Pool or Lakeview Floodplain. 

Coulter’s Goldfields 2.25 2.031 0.22 6 
Refer to Figures 17a or 17b in the Consistency Determination. 
Same acreage for crownscale and smooth tarplant mitigation. 

Smooth Tarplant 2.72 2.71 0.01 6 
Refer to Figures 17a or 17b. Same acreage as crownscale and 
Coulter’s goldfields. 

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse 20.85 20.16 0.69 42 See Figure 19 in the Consistency Determination. 
San Bernardino kangaroo rat 1.29 0.83 0.46 4 See Figure 19 in the Consistency Determination. 
Burrowing Owl N/A N/A N/A N/A Relocation plan proposed; no acreage proposed for mitigation. 
Public/Quasi-Public Lands 1.46 0.0 1.46 0 Not applicable. 
Source: Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency Determination Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis (2014) (provided in 
Appendix T in the Final EIR/EIS). 
1 From Attachment A, MCP MSHCP Summary Mitigation Matrix, in the Mid County Parkway MSHCP DBESP Addendum (October 24, 2014). 
N/A = not applicable  
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starting on page 3.21-14 in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS in 

order to disclose the worst-case potential impacts of the MCP to that species. 

S.5.2.1 Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat  

The subsection titled “Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat,” 

starting on page 3.17-8 in the Final EIR/EIS, describes the background of the Habitat 

Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (HCP for SKR, March 1996). 

During development of the Western Riverside County MSHCP, the SKR Core 

Reserves in the HCP for SKR were incorporated into the Conservation Area of the 

Western Riverside County MSHCP.  

The San Jacinto-Lake Perris (SJ-LP) Reserve is the only SKR Reserve established 

through the implementation of the HCP for SKR which is within the area of the 

Modified MCP project, as shown on Figure 3.17.2, on page 3.17-9 in the Final 

EIR/EIS. This Reserve encompasses 10,932 acres with 3,640 acres of SKR-occupied 

habitat, owned primarily by the State of California, and also other public agencies, 

including the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA).  

As described in the HCP for SKR, the “…reserve area generally consists of 

undeveloped lands in the Lake Perris State Recreation Area and San Jacinto Wildlife 

Area, and previously farmed lands to the east. The area features some rocky and steep 

terrain including Mt. Russell to the north and the Bernasconi Hills to the south.” In 

Section 5(c)(1)(d), San Jacinto-Lake Perris Core Reserve in the HCP for SKR, it is 

acknowledged that “...much of the land surrounding the SJ-LP core reserve is 

potentially subject to future development.” Based on this statement, it is clear that the 

reserve boundaries of the HCP for SKR were created with the understanding that 

development outside those reserve boundaries could result in edge and indirect effects 

in areas within the boundaries of the HCP for SKR. Further, the HCP for SKR 

includes provisions for public projects to be included within the reserve boundaries. 

Therefore, any loss of habitat/habitat fragmentation has already been accounted for 

during the development of the reserve boundaries for the HCP for SKR. Loss of 

habitat outside the reserve boundary is also already accounted for in the HCP for 

SKR.  

Take of SKR is authorized throughout the HCP for SKR plan area outside the SKR 

reserve boundaries. Take within the HCP for SKR plan area may be authorized based 

on compliance with the HCP for SKR or Federal Endangered Species Act Section 7 

consultation with the USFWS as discussed on page 3.17-8 in the subsection titled 

“Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat” in the Final EIR/EIS. As 
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described later, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) conducted Section 7 

consultation with the USFWS for the take of SKR by the preferred alternative. 

Take of SKR outside the boundary of the HCP for SKR but within the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP plan area is covered by compliance with the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP. The SKR is a fully covered species under the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP. Therefore, as a Covered Project, the impacts of the MCP 

on SKR outside the HCP for SKR plan area are mitigated by the RCTC’s mitigation 

commitments in the Western Riverside County MSHCP, Consistency Determination 

Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation, and 

DBESP Addendum provided in Appendix T of this Final EIR/EIS. 

S.5.2.2 Potential for Direct Impacts of the MCP Project on Stephens’ 

Kangaroo Rat and Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat 

The BSA shown on Figure 3.17-2 on page 3.17-9 in the Final EIR/EIS includes part 

of an SKR Core Reserve area. However, as shown on that figure and indicated in the 

note on the figure, the maximum disturbance limits of the preferred alternative do not 

result in direct impacts to those SKR Core Reserve areas. To clarify this, the first 

sentence in the first paragraph in the subsection titled “Habitat Conservation Plan for 

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat” on page 3.17-55 in Section 3.17.3.1, Permanent Impacts, in 

the Final EIR/EIS was revised to read (changes shown in italics): “The MCP project 

is in the vicinity of the Habitat Conservation Plan Area for the Stephens’ Kangaroo 

Rat fee area. Specifically, the BSA includes part of one SKR Core Reserve. However, 

Alternative 4 Modified, Alternative 5 Modified, and Alternative 9 Modified will not 

directly impact that Core Reserve.”  

S.5.2.3 Potential for Indirect Impacts of the MCP Project on Stephens’ 

Kangaroo Rat and Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat 

As discussed in the subsection titled “Indirect Effects (All Threatened and 

Endangered Species)” on page 3.21-16 in Section 3.21.3.1, Project Impacts, in the 

Final EIR/EIS, the preferred alternative would result in indirect impacts to potential 

SKR habitat; which could include light and noise effects on the SKR. All potential 

coastal sage scrub and nonnative grassland communities are considered potential 

SKR habitat, as described in Table 3.21.B. on page 3.21-7 in the Final EIR/EIS. For 

clarification, the second sentence in the first paragraph in the subsection titled 

“Indirect Effects (All Threatened and Endangered Species)” on page 3.21-16 in the 

Final EIR/EIS was revised to read: “Indirect impacts on the remaining threatened and 

endangered species and critical habitats discussed above are included in the 

permanent impact calculations and may result from edge effects such as...”  
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The HCP for SKR reserve boundaries were created with the understanding that 

development could occur outside those reserve boundaries that could result in edge 

and indirect effects in areas within the boundaries of the HCP for SKR. As discussed 

in detail in the subsection titled “Compliance with the Western Riverside County 

MSHCP Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines” starting on 3.17-36 in the Final 

EIR/EIS, the indirect effects of the preferred alternative on the San Jacinto Wildlife 

Area, including on SKR in designated SKR habitat, would be avoided or substantially 

reduced based on compliance with those Guidelines. The preferred alternative for the 

MCP project will comply with these Guidelines consistent with RCTC’s obligations 

as a Permittee under the Western Riverside County MSHCP. 

S.5.2.4 Potential to Contribute to Cumulative Impacts on Stephens’ 

Kangaroo Rat and Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat 

The Final EIR/EIS discusses the potential for the project to contribute to cumulative 

impacts for resources of concern such as the SKR. As discussed in the fifth paragraph 

in the subsection titled “Build Alternatives” on page 3.25-51 in the Final EIR/EIS, 

“…the MCP project “may affect, likely to adversely affect” the Stephens’ kangaroo 

rat.” However, the Build Alternatives would not result in direct effects to Core 

Reserve lands in the HCP for SKR. For the segments of the preferred alternative 

within the boundaries of the HCP for SKR but outside the Core Reserve boundaries, 

because that reserve system was created with a large enough area to support SKR 

within the HCP for SKR Plan area, the MCP project take of SKR outside that Reserve 

Area would not jeopardize the continued existence of the SKR. Therefore, the 

preferred alternative would not contribute to cumulative impacts related to the HCP 

for SKR because that plan and the Western Riverside County MSHCP were 

developed in the context of overall development in western Riverside County to 

provide conservation and reserve areas to mitigate for the cumulative impacts to 

species covered under those two plans, including SKR. 

Project consistency with the Western Riverside County MSHCP and the HCP for 

SKR ensure that the cumulative impacts to SKR are effectively mitigated. In addition, 

the other cumulative projects would undergo review by the USFWS and CDFW as 

part of the MSHCP consistency review process (and Section 7 consultation with the 

USFWS for projects that involve a federal action) to ensure that they do not 

jeopardize the continued existence of listed species such as SKR. 
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S.5.2.5 Section 7 Consultation and Biological Opinion for the 

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 

The project impacts on SKR and measures to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate those 

effects are addressed in the Biological Opinion from the USFWS provided in 

Appendix W, Biological Opinion. Based on the measures described in the DBESPs 

included in the MSHCP Consistency Determination Including Determination of 

Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis MSHCP provided in 

Appendix T, RCTC will provide mitigation for Stephens’ kangaroo rat as part of the 

mitigation acreage to be acquired to offset impacts to riparian-alkaline communities 

in the San Jacinto River floodplain. Prior to the start of construction, the RCTC 

Project Manager will ensure take of Stephens’ kangaroo rat is authorized for areas of 

disturbance to occupied habitat of the Stephens’ kangaroo rat through implementation 

of the measures described in the DBESP for riparian-alkaline communities in the San 

Jacinto River floodplain included in the MSHCP Consistency Determination 

Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Analysis 

provided in Appendix T.  

S.5.3 Master Response Related to the San Jacinto River Bridge 

A number of comments raised questions regarding the design of the bridges for the 

San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation (SJRB DV) and the differences between 

the SJRB DV and the SJRB Base Case for the bridges across the San Jacinto River in 

the Lakeview area regarding the design and potential environmental effects of those 

bridges.  

The analysis of the potential impacts of the MCP Build Alternatives on the San 

Jacinto River floodplain, provided in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Floodplains, in the 

Final EIR/EIS was based on 35 percent design plans. That level of design was 

sufficient to identify the potential project impacts on that floodplain and mitigation to 

address the potential MCP project effects related to the San Jacinto River hydrology 

and floodplain. The measure addressing those effects is provided in Section 3.9.4, 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, on page 3.9-28 in the Final 

EIR/EIS. 

S.5.3.1 Characteristics of the Bridges Across the San Jacinto River 

All the MCP Build Alternatives would cross the San Jacinto River on the same 

alignment for the SJRB Base Case or SJRB DV. Figures S.5.3.1 and S.5.3.2 show the 

plans and profiles for the Base Case and the Design Variation, respectively.  
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Figure S.5.3.1

San Jacinto River Bridge Base Case
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Figure S.5.3.2

San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation
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Those figures were also added to as Figures 2.3.1.d and 2.3.1.e, on pages 2-19 and 

2-21 in the subsection titled “Bridges for Water and Natural Resource Crossings” in 

Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/EIS. Those figures show the placement of the bridges and 

fill areas in and across the floodplain for the SJRB Base Case and Design Variation. 

The layout of the bridges for the SJRB Base Case and SJRB DV is similar. As shown 

on Figure S.5.3.1, the Base Case proposes two parallel three-lane bridges, one for 

westbound traffic and one for eastbound traffic. The SJRB DV also proposes parallel 

three-lane bridges, with separate bridges for westbound and eastbound traffic. The 

most substantial difference between the Base Case and the SJRB DV is that the Base 

Case proposes two long bridges, one for westbound traffic and one for eastbound 

traffic, and, as shown on Figure S.5.3.2, the SJRB DV proposes a total of four shorter 

bridges, two in each direction, one set for westbound traffic and one set for eastbound 

traffic. The bridges under the Base Case would be on columns across the floodplain 

and each would be approximately 4,321 ft long. The two bridges in each direction 

under the SJRB DV would be approximately 1,941 ft long on columns and 531 ft 

long, respectively. As shown on Figure S.5.3.2, the SJRB DV would include a total of 

1,849 linear feet of the MCP facility that would be constructed on fill rather than on 

bridge structures. The bridges under the Base Case and the SJRB DV would not result 

in longitudinal encroachments in the 100-year floodplain for the San Jacinto River. 

S.5.3.2 Fill Amounts under the Base Case and the SJRB DV Crossings 

of the San Jacinto River 

As shown on Figure S.5.3.1, the Base Case crossing would result in the placement of 

fill at each end of the two bridges. As shown on Figure S.5.3.2, the SJRB DV would 

result the placement of a total 1,849 linear feet of fill at the ends of the bridges (1,526 

linear feet at the east end of the bridges and 323 linear feet between the pair of 

bridges on the western part of the bridges). As a result, the SJRB DV would result in 

the placement of more fill in the floodplain than the Base Case because it would span 

less of the floodplain than the Base Case. 

S.5.3.3 Limits of Jurisdictional Waters under the SJRB Base Case and 

the SJRB DV Crossings of the San Jacinto River 

The Base Case and the SJRB DV would result in same temporary and permanent 

impacts to jurisdictional waters under all three Build Alternatives. Table S.5.3.1 

summarizes the total permanent impacts to wetlands and other jurisdictional waters 

for the Build Alternatives. As shown in that table, the permanent effects are the same 

under each Build Alternative for the Base Case and the Design Variation.  
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Table S.5.3.1  Summary of Permanent Effects of the Build Alternatives on Wetlands and Other 
Jurisdictional Waters 

Alternative 

Permanent Impacts (acres) 

CDFW 
USACE 

Nonwetland 
Waters 

Wetlands Total 

Alternative 4 Modified SJRB Base Case 9.23 5.01 2.18 7.19 

Alternative 4 Modified SJN DV 8.90 4.55 2.04 6.59 

Alternative 4 Modified SJRB DV 9.23 5.01 2.18 7.19 

Alternative 5 Modified SJRB Base Case 9.19 5.18 2.11 7.29 

Alternative 5 Modified SJRB DV 9.19 5.18 2.11 7.29 

Alternative 5 Modified SJN DV 8.85 4.73 1.97 6.70 

Alternative 9 Modified SJRB Base Case 9.00 5.03 2.15 7.17 

Alternative 9 Modified  9.00 5.03 2.15 7.17 

Alternative 9 Modified SJN DV 8.66 4.58 2.01 6.59 

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 9 
Modified with the SJRB DV) 

7.94 4.36 0.64 5.00 

Source: Tables 3.18.B and 3.18.I in the Final EIR/EIS. 
CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
EIR = Environmental Impact Report 
EIS = Environmental Impact Statement 
SJN DV = San Jacinto North Design Variation 

SJRB Base Case = San Jacinto River Bridge Base Case 
SJRB DV = San Jacinto River Bridge Division Variation 
USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers 

 

This is because the bridge crossing of the San Jacinto River in the Lakeview area was 

designed so that the bridge piers are sited to span outside the jurisdictional waters, as 

summarized in Attachment D in Appendix I in the Final EIR/EIS.  

Table S.5.3.2 summarizes the temporary impacts to wetlands and other jurisdictional 

waters for the Build Alternatives. 

S.5.3.4 Hydrology/Hydraulic Effects of the SJRB Base Case and the 

SJRB DV  

The analysis of the potential effects of the SJRB Base Case and the SJRB DV on the 

San Jacinto River upstream and downstream of the proposed MCP bridges is 

summarized in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Floodplains, in the Final EIR/EIS. 

Concerns were raised in comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft 

EIS regarding the potential impacts of those bridges upstream and downstream on the 

River. The existing and proposed bridge conditions are described in detail below; this 

additional discussion was added starting on page 3.9-19 in Section 3.9 in the Final 

EIR/EIS. 
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Table S.5.3.2  Summary of Temporary Effects of the Build Alternatives on Wetlands and Other 
Jurisdictional Waters 

Alternative 

Temporary Impacts (acres) 

CDFW 
USACE 

Nonwetlands Wetlands Total 

Alternative 4 Modified SJRB Base Case 5.48 2.28 3.78 6.06 

Alternative 4 Modified SJN DV 4.10 2.10 1.95 4.05 

Alternative 4 Modified SJRB DV 5.48 2.28 3.78 6.06 

Alternative 5 Modified SJRB Base Case 3.96 1.41 3.11 4.53 

Alternative 5 Modified SJN DV 2.58 1.24 1.28 2.52 

Alternative 5 Modified SJRB DV 3.96 1.41 3.11 4.53 

Alternative 9 Modified SJRB Base Case 4.69 1.63 3.63 5.26 

Alternative 9 Modified SJRB DV 4.69 1.63 3.63 5.26 

Alternative 9 Modified SJN DV 3.31 1.45 1.80 3.25 

Preferred Alternative (Alternative 9 
Modified with the SJRB DV) 

3.63 1.99 4.69 6.68 

Source: Tables 3.18.G and 3.18.I in the Final EIR/EIS. 
CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
EIR = Environmental Impact Report 
EIS = Environmental Impact Statement 
SJN DV = San Jacinto North Design Variation 

SJRB Base Case = San Jacinto River Bridge Base Case 
SJRB DV = San Jacinto River Bridge Division Variation 
USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers 

 

The existing Ramona Expressway Bridge across the San Jacinto River would not be 

modified or otherwise affected by the proposed bridges in the SJRB Base Case or the 

SJRB DV under any of the MCP Build Alternatives. The existing Ramona 

Expressway Bridge currently contains the 10- and 25-year flows of the San Jacinto 

River. During 100-year events, the river flows over the top of that existing bridge. 

Because the existing Ramona Expressway Bridge will remain in place, it will control 

the movement of water in the San Jacinto River as it does today. 

The 100-year floodplain for the area upstream (north) of the MCP crossing of the San 

Jacinto River extends into the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. 

Effects of the SJRB Design Variation 

Although the SJRB DV includes two sections of bridge structures (531 linear feet and 

1,941 linear feet, respectively) and a total of 1,849 linear feet of fill on either end of 

the eastern pair of bridges (a total of approximately 10 acres of fill), this 

encroachment into the San Jacinto River 100-year floodplain will not result in 

hydrologic/hydraulic or biological impacts to the San Jacinto River. The analysis 

determined that there would be a maximum of 0.16 ft of water surface elevation 

(WSE) change (an increase) in the 100-year floodplain upstream as a result of the 

SJRB DV. With the SJRB DV, the water surface upstream of the existing Ramona 

Expressway Bridge would rise a maximum of 0.16 ft (1.9-inches), and the flow 
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velocity would decrease by a maximum of approximately 0.6 ft per second (fps) for a 

reach spanning approximately 82 ft upstream of the existing Ramona Expressway 

bridge structure. That rise in the WSE would be minimal. The 0.66 ft rise in flow 

depth in a 100-year event represents a 1.3 percent increase in the calculated flow 

depth which would not be observable in a 100-year event. This calculation is the 

numerical difference in a hydraulic model, which is beyond the precision warranted 

for a river system the size of the San Jacinto River. However, the corresponding 

decrease in flow velocity would represent a 9 percent reduction in the erosive 

potential of the river. This would be a measurable benefit to the San Jacinto River, 

which would reduce the erosive potential of the river during a 100-year event. 

The behavior of water downstream of the SJRB DV would be controlled by the 

existing Ramona Expressway Bridge, which would not be changed by the MCP Build 

Alternatives. The river downstream of the SJRB DV would not experience any 

change in WSE and flow rate/velocity as a result of the SJRB DV. In the existing 

condition and with the SJRB DV condition, the area downstream of the SJRB DV 

would have a flow depth of approximately 8.73 ft and a flow velocity of 2.4 fps. As a 

result, because of the existing Ramona Expressway Bridge, there would be no 

discernible change in the WSE or water footprint downstream of the SJRB DV as a 

result of the fill needed to construct the SJRB DV. Because there would be no change 

to the existing downstream conditions with the SJRB DV, there would be no change 

to existing biological resources downstream of the SJRB DV. 

The area between the existing Ramona Expressway Bridge and the proposed SJRB 

DV is approximately 4,000 ft long and approximately 118 ft wide. The area between 

these bridges would be affected by the new SJRB DV bridge abutments and would 

experience a WSE rise of 3.2 ft although this increase in the WSE  would only occur 

in an approximately 26 ft wide area upstream of the SJRB DV and downstream of the 

existing Ramona Expressway Bridge. This area would also experience a WSE 

elevation change, which would be a benefit because the flow velocity would decrease 

by 4.3 fps that would reduce the erosive potential of the river during a 100-year event.  

Summary 

In summary, based on the analysis described above, although the fill for the SJRB DV 

would be within the mapped 100-year floodplain, it would not substantially modify 

the hydrology or hydraulics of the San Jacinto River. Because of the control provided 

by the existing bridge on the Ramona Expressway, the 1,849 linear feet of fill section 

associated with the SJRB DV would result in negligible changes to the WSE 

associated with the 100-year event. There would be no changes to the floodplain 
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limits downstream and very limited changes upstream, such that the total floodplain 

area would not be substantially modified under either the Base Case or the SJRB DV. 

The existing Ramona Expressway Bridge would remain in place and would control 

water movement for the Base Case bridge and the SJRB DV. As a result, the Base 

Case bridge and the SJRB DV would not result in substantial changes to the existing 

conditions relative to the floodplain area and flow characteristics, including the 

velocity of flow. For the area between the existing Ramona Expressway Bridge and 

the SJRB DV, there would be an increase in the area of land that is currently not 

underwater but which would be underwater during a 100-year event. 

S.5.3.5 Biological Resources Effects of the San Jacinto River Bridge 

Base Case and Design Variation 

As shown in Table 3.17.G, Impacts to Habitat Suitable for Long-Term Conservation 

of Additional Survey Species, on page 3.17-37 in the Final EIR/EIS, Alternative 9 

Modified (Base Case) would result in 2.72 acres of permanent impacts to smooth 

tarplant and 1.99 acres of permanent impacts to Coulter’s goldfields. Alternative 9 

Modified SJRB DV (the preferred alternative) would result in slightly more 

permanent impacts to those special-status plant species, at 2.73 acres of permanent 

impacts to smooth tarplant (0.01 acre more than the Base Case) and 2.25 acres of 

permanent impacts to Coulter’s goldfields (0.26 acre more than the design variation).  

As discussed in Section 3.17.3.2, Temporary Impacts, starting on page 3.17-57 in the 

Final EIR/EIS, all impacts to species within the MCP footprint, even at these bridged 

locations are considered permanent to account for the worst-case scenario that 

temporary construction access within the footprint and shading impacts would not be 

restored to preconstruction activities. Only impacts at riparian/riverine areas and 

USACE and CDFW jurisdictional areas at bridged areas were differentiated as 

permanent or temporary impacts. Therefore, all temporary impacts to smooth tarplant 

and Coulter’s goldfields species are included within the calculations of permanent 

impacts described above. 

Localized increases in water velocity following major floods due to changes in river 

hydraulics caused by placement of bridge columns, abutments, and fill, could result in 

indirect effects on San Jacinto Valley crownscale and spreading navarretia. Because 

there would be negligible changes to the velocity and WSE elevations upstream of the 

existing Ramona Expressway Bridge (see discussion above in Section S.5.3.4), and 

no observable difference downstream of the SJRB DV from existing 100-year 

conditions, there would not be any expected impacts to biological resources (i.e., 
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plants) in areas upstream of the Ramona Expressway Bridge and downstream of the 

SJRB DV. 

RCTC will provide mitigation for the loss of area that supports habitat suitable for 

long-term conservation for San Jacinto Valley crownscale, spreading navarretia, 

Coulter’s goldfields, and smooth tarplant (as shown in Figure 3.17.3 in the Final 

EIR/EIS), as well as alkali communities in the San Jacinto River floodplain at 

Lakeview, as described in Table 3.17.D on page 3.17-22 and discussed on 

page 3.17-21 in Final EIR/EIS.  

Mitigation specified in the DBESP for each of the biological resources impacted 

within the project footprint, including the area between the existing Ramona 

Expressway and the MCP bridges are described in Section 4.0, Compliance with 

MSHCP Survey Requirements, in the Mid County Parkway MSHCP Consistency 

Determination Including Determination of Biologically Equivalent Superior 

Preservation Analysis, which is provided in Appendix T, in the Final EIR/EIS.  

S.5.3.6 San Jacinto River Bridge Crossing included in the Preferred 

Alternative 

The process used to evaluate the alternatives and identify the preferred alternative for 

the MCP project is described in detail Section 2.5.5, Identification of the Preferred 

Alternative, on page 2-98 in the Final EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section 2.5.5, 

Alternative 9 Modified with the San Jacinto River Bridge Design Variation was 

identified as the preferred alternative.  

S.6 Comments and Responses 

The comments received on the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS 

during the public comment period and the responses to those comments are provided 

in the following sections. As discussed earlier in Section S.5, where multiple 

comments raise the same or similar issue or concern, a Master Response was prepared 

to address the specific issue comprehensively. The Master Responses were used when 

applicable to respond to the comments provided in this section. The responses to the 

comments are provided following the last page of the coded letter in each category 

(i.e., federal agency comment letters are followed by the responses to those 

comments; state agency comment letters are followed by the responses to those 

comments, etc.).  

A number of the comment letters included introductory information, summaries of 

material from the MCP environmental documents, and other information that did not 

raise specific environmental issues that would require a response under Section 15088 
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of the State CEQA Guidelines. As a result, those parts of the comment letters were 

not bracketed, and no responses were provided related to those sections of the letters. 

However, RCTC has reviewed and responded to all the substantive comments in 

these comment letters and determined that the sections of the letters that were not 

bracketed did not make substantive comments that required substantive responses. 

Appendices Included in the Final EIR/EIS 

In addition to Appendices A through R provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR/

Supplemental Draft EIS, the following appendices were incorporated in the Final 

EIR/EIS for the MCP project: 

 Appendix S: Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR/

Supplemental Draft EIS 

 Appendix T: Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 

Plan Consistency Determination  

 Appendix U: Memorandum of Agreement Between the Federal Highway 

Administration and the California State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding 

the Mid County Parkway Project 

 Appendix V: Responses to Comments on the “Recirculated Sections of Chapter 

4.0 (III, Air Quality; VII, Greenhouse Gases; 4.5, Climate Change; and Table 

4.10)” 

 Appendix W: Biological Opinion 
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